Commonwealth Of Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection
Southcentral Regional Office
July 10, 2012

Subject: Exide, Technologies
Muhlenberg Township and Laureldale Borough, Berks County
Plan Approval Application No. 06-050661 '

To:  William Weaver (il ioliz
Regional Manager
Air Quality Program _
From: Thomas Hanlon, P.E. 77 /'/ 7 //O/Z
Air Quality Permitting@hief . '
Ajir Quality Program

Introduction ‘
Exide Technologies (Exide) submitted a Plan Approval application for their lead acid
battery recycling facility located in Muhlenberg Township and [aureldale Borough,
Berks County. The facility is located in the Reading air basin.

Project Description

This plan approval is for Exide to include and implement additional control measures that
will contribute to attainment of the 2008 Lead NAAQS in the North Reading Area. The
plan approval will totally enclose existing buildings, add new control equipment, redirect
emissions from existing named sources to new or differently named control devices,
eliminate some existing named control devices and modify ex1stmg Source ID 147 —
Refming Kettles.

Specifically, as part of the plan approval:

1. Exide will totally enclose and extend the Smelter Building to the east to include the
air pollution confrol dust conveyance equipment that is currently outdoors. The
height of the enclosure will extend only to the top of the existing U-tube cooler
hoppers and will not enclose the U-tubes above that level.

2. Exide will extend a portion of the Smelter Building to the west to totally enclose the
Refining Kettles Baghouse (C47) and its related air pollution control dust
managerment activities.

Led

Exide will totally enclose and extend the Jead dock area, located in a currently outside
arca at the southeast corner of the Smelter Building. :

" Upon completion of the Smelter Building enclosure there will be no openings in the

smeiter building except those necessary to provide adequate emergency personnel
-evacuation routes.
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4. Exide will combine the existing ventilation collection equipment of Smelter
Ventilation System 1 (Existing Source ID 124) with the existing ventilation collection
equipment of Smelter Ventilation System 2 (Existing Source ID 125) to direct the
process fugitive emissions to a new single high efficichey dust collector system. The
new combined ventilation and control system will be designated as Control Device 1D
C62 Baghouse w/ HEPA Smelter System Ventilation. ‘

Primary control of the fugitive dust emissions collected by the system will be
provided by woven polyester fabric filters with a Polytetrafluorocthylene (PTFE)
membrane finish. Secondary control will be provided by micro-glass fiber High
Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filter modules. The new C62 Baghouse w/ HEPA
Smelter System Ventilation dust collector will be located on the roof of the Smelter
Building Eastern extension and enclosure. The existing Smelter Ventilation System {
Baghouse dust collector system (C11) will be dismantled.

5. Existing Control Device C28 (AAF Baghouse) currently located along the west wall
of the Smelter Building will be eliminated and its ventilation air volume will be
replaced by the installation of a new ventilation and high efficiency dust collector
system that will collect and control fugitive emissions from the smelter Building. The
new ventilation and control system will be designated Control Device ID C63
Baghouse w/HEPA: General Ventilation West. The C63 system will also collect and
coatrol fugitive emission from the southern portion of the Raw Matetials Storage
Building and exhaust emissions from the Refining Kettle burners.

Primary control of the fugitive dust emissions collected by the system will be
provided by woven polyester fabric filters with a Polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE)
membrane finish. Secondary control will be provided by micro-glass fiber High
Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filter modules. The new C63 Baghouse w/ HEPA
General Ventilation West dust collector will be located on the roof of the new truck
dump wash sump and pallet storage area enclosure building constructed at the
northwest corner of the Battery Shredding Building.

6. Exide will totally enclose and extend the Slag Area Building to the east to include an
area on the roadway where vehicle trailers are loaded with crushed blast furnace slag

7. Existing Control Device C29 (Rees Baghouse), currently providing ventilation
exhaust air from the slag cooling and storage enclosure, will be eliminated and its
ventilation air volume will be replaced by repurposing existing Control Device C19.
The existing C19 dust collector currently provides ventilation and conirol of process
fugitive emissions associated with Blast Furnace 2 and Reverberatory Furnace 2.
“Those emissions will now be captured by Control Device C62.

8. Existing Control Device C46 (UOP Baghouse), currently providing ventilation

exhaust air from the slag crushing equipment, will be eliminated and its ventilation air
volume will be replaced by repurposing existing Control Device C19.
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0 Exide will extend the north end of the Raw Material Storage Building to enclose,
among other things, the existing C23A Baghouse 2: Raw Material Storage
(Wheelabrator Baghouse) and its related air pollution control dust management
activities, the battery shredding arca, the battery shredding dock area, and M/A
system buildings.

10. Exide will install and operate a new ventilation and high efficiency dust collector
system, designated as Control Device ID C64 Raghouse w/HEPA: General
Ventilation East, that will collect and control fugitive emissions from inside of the
extended and enclosed Raw Material Storage Building ‘

Primary control of the fugitive dust emissions collected by the system will be
provided by woven polyester fabric filters with a Polytetraffucroethylene (PTFE)

“~membrane finish. Secondary control will be provided by micro-glass fiber High
Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filter modules. The new Co4 Baghouse w/ HEPA:
General Ventilation Bast dust collector will be located on the eastern portion of the
ro0f of the new northern extension of the Raw Material Storage Building

11, Existing Control Device C22(Carborundum Raghouse) and C58 (Flex-Kleen
Baghouse) will be eliminated and their ventilation air volume will be replaced and
increased by a combination of existing Control Device C23A and new control devices
C63 and Cé4.

12. Exide will reconfigure the Refining Kettles process layout as follows:

a. Relocation of existing refining kettle No.4 _
b. Addition of two (2) new 75-ton capacity refining kettles {(No.12 and 13) to the
south side of Reverberatory Furnace 2

Process fugitive emissions from the relocated and new refining kettles will be
captured and controlled by Control Device 1D C47. The indirect heating burner
exhaust gases from the relocated and new refining kettles will be captured and

* controlled by new Control Device ID C63.

Emissions

The projected actual emission increases associated with the addition of two new refining

kettles are 1.92 tpy of NOx, 1.15 tpy of CO, 0.01 tpy of SOx, 0.16 tpy of PM10 and

1,640 tpy of CO2e. Also, as a result of including and implementing the additional control
- measures from all 12 items of the proposed project, emissions of PM10 are expected to

decrease by 7.39 tpy, PM2.5 emissions are expected to decrease by 5.79 tpy, and lead

emnissions are expected to decrease by 0.246 tpy. ‘ '

Regulatory Analysis
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Tt should be noted, for regulatory purposes, that the application lists operating hours and
numbers for thruputs of lead through the lead smelter area. DEP interprets these as
aggregate numbers for informational purposes only, and notes that the operating hours

~and lead thruput limits in the current Title V permit will remain in force, regardless of the
numbers listed in this plan approval application. '

Prevention of Significant Deferioration (PSD) Applicability

Since the Exide Facility is in a source category listed in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(1)(i)(a) and
has a potential to emit sulfur dioxide (SO2) at a rate greater than 100 tons per year, the
facility is considered a major Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) source for
900, As a result an evaluation of the project emissions increases against the applicable
PSD thresholds is required, The tables below show this comparison. ' '

Since the project does not result in an emissions increase of any PSD-regulated pollutant
above the respective PSD significance thresholds, PSD is not triggered by this project.

Nonattainment New Source Review (NNSR) Applicability

Since, per the tables below, the project does not result in emission increases of NOX,
VOC and PM-2.5 greater than the significance thresholds for these pollutants, and the net
ernissions increases of NOx and VOC emissions during the tast ten (10) years (including
the proposed project) is equal to the proposed project increase, NNSR is not triggered by
the proposed project. The facility has had 17 Requests for Determination approved over
the past 10 years, but none of these have involved an increase in NOX or VOC. Also, no
plan approvals issued in the past 10 years have involved an increase in NOx or VOC
emissions. |

The project will not remove (debottleneck) any existing capacity limitation of any
processes at the facility and thus there are no other affected ermnission units potentially
subject to PSD and NNSR as a result of the project. The addition of the two new refining
wettles will not result in an increase in the amount of lead processed through the refining

* kettles, since the amount of lead available for processing through the refining kettles is
limited to the amount of lead produced by the facility furnaces. Furthermore, the existing
12-month emission cap of 0.15 tons of lead for the refining kettles will be incorporated
by reference in the proposed plan approval.

As described above, the project also includes fully enclosing within buildings the
operations of the Slag Cooling and Storage and Slag Crushing sources at the facility, with
air inflow vented to an existing, repurposed control device C19. Since the project to
enclose these sources does not modify the sources, their emissions or the control device,
these sources are not included in Exide’s PSD/NNSR evaluation, Nevertheless, if one
were for the sake of argument to include this activity in the PSD/NNSR analysis, the
sesults would be Slag Cooling BAE and PAE of 0.85 tpy for PM10 and a BAE and PAE
of 0.03 tpy for Pb.  Slag Crushing would have a BAE and PAR of 1.10 tpy for PM10 and
a BAT and PAE of 0.01tpy for Pb. The PAE and BAE are based on stack emissions only.
Although it is posited by EPA in its recent MACT Subpart X revisions that lead fugitive

4
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emissions from sccondary lead smelters are a contributor to lead fonattainment around -
such facilities, there has been no visible evidence of this occurring at the Slag Operations
at the Exide Reading Facility. The same is true for the other sources addressed in this
plan approval. Nevertheless, one of the key purposes of this plan approval is to ‘address
the possibility of fugitive emissions from such sources by providing more comprehensive

and verifiable capture and control of particulate emissions.

For the PSD/NNSR tables below, the baseline actual ernissions are based on the time
period of September 2007 through August 2009,

Exide revised some of their baseline actual emissions in a letter dated June 12, 2012
(attached) 1o reflect the totals reported in ATMS for the baseline period. This is because,
per 25 Pa. Code 127.203a(2)(4)()(F) the BAE may not be “greater than the emissions
 previously submitted to the Department in the required emissions statement and Jor
which applicable emission fees have been paid.” The reason that some of Exide’s original
baseline actual numbers in this plan approval application were slightly higher than the
AIMS reported values was due to adjustments made to the calculation methodologies
historically used for calculating emissions for annual reporting purposes. Exide had
made those adjustments to provide the most accurate and up to date estimation of
emissions for the project. For the same reasoning PM10/PM relationship values
originally proposed by Exide were slightly different than what has historically been
reported in AIMS. DEP further notes that if one were to use the slightly higher PM and
Tead BAE numbers reported by Exide in the original plan approval application for this
project, that would not change the overall implications of the PSD/NNSR analysis for this
project.

The emission tables provided in Exide’s 6/12/12 letter showed several instances where
the PM?2.5 PAE was higher than the PM10 BAE. This is logically incorrect because
PM2.5 is a subset of PM10. Also the project increases related to the Refining Kettles
showed PM10 greater than PM. This s logically incorrect because PM10 is a subset of
PM. At the Department’s request, Exide provided additional revisions to these emissions
i1 a submission dated 6/29/12 (attached). These changes do not affect the overall
conclusion of the PSD/NNSR analysis,

Projected actual emissions in the tables below were caleulated using the same emission
factors as the Baseline Actual Emissions, coupled with 8,760 hrs/yr of operations. Also,
projected actual emissions for sources with proposed secondary HEPA controls reflect an
additional 50% reduction in lead and particulate emissions, based on those controls.

The BAE calculated does not include any noncompliant ernissions.
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‘Baseline Actual Emissions (tonsfyr)

Source | PM | PMI10 PM2.5 | NOx | SOx | €O VOC‘ Pb | As Ccd | CO2Ze
Smelter 637 1584 1319 |NA N/A | N/A | N/A 1 0.11 500 {7.52 | N/A
Ventilation ' E-04 | BE-04 :
#1 _ : '
Smelter 2.4 1270 | 1.47 N/A | N/A | N/A | N/A 0.08 15.14 464 | NA
Ventilation E-04 | E-04 |
#2 o I N T
Smelter 262 1292 |292 N/A | NA | N/A | N/A 0.04 11.97 |670 | N/A
Building ] B-04 | E-04 ‘
Ventilation ~ .
Raw 6.76 | 676 {676 WA | NA | N/A N/A 10361456 1439 N/A
Material E-04 | E-04
Storage ,
Refining 758 1258 |2.58 641 1003 [3.85(025 0.04 | 2.40 |3.22 | 5465
Kettles , : E-04 | E-05:

Projected Actual Emissions (tons/yt)
oo TPM M0 | PMZ [ NOx [80x | CO ) VOC|FY As |Cd [ COze
5 _
Smelter 359 1329 |1.80 |N/A N/A | N/A [ N/A | 0.06 282 424 | N/A
Ventilation ‘ : E-04 | B-04
#1.
Smelter 166 |1.53 1083 |NA A | N/A [ N/A 1005 2091 1263 |NA
Ventilation ‘ : E-04 | E-04
#2 ]
Smelter 160 | 157 |147 (A /A | N/A | N/A (1 0.03 9.85 |3.35 | NA
Building E-05 | E-04
Ventilation
Raw 420 | 429 429 (NA WA | N/A | N/A 020 251 |2.41 (NA
Material ' E-04 | B-04
Storage
Refining 573 273 |273 833 0.04 |5.00 {033 004 |238 |3.20 ;7,104
Kettles : E-04 | E-05
6
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Project Related Emissions and PSD Applicability (tons/yx)

- Source PM- PM10 | NOx |SOx | CO CO2%e
Smelter Ventilation #1 | -2.78 2,55 10.00 1000 |0.00 0.00
Smelter Ventilation #2 -1.28 -1.17 10.00 1000 1000  [0.00
Smelter Building Ventilation -1.23 -1.36 1 0.00 |0.00 10.00 0.00
Raw Material Storage -2.47 2.47 1000 10.00 |0.00 0.00
Refining Kettles 0.16 0.16 192 (001 |1.15 1,640
"| Total Project Emission Increases 0.16 016 1192 [0.01 |1.15 1,640
PSD Significance Levels 25 15 40 40 40 75,000
PSD Significance Levels Exceeded? | No No Noe |No . |No No
Project Related Emissions and NNSR Applicability (tons/yr)
Source PM2.5 | NOx YOC Pb
Smelter Ventilation #1 -1.39 | 0.00 (.00 -0.0490
Smelter Ventilation #2 -0.64 | 0.00 0.00 -0.,0243
Smelter Building Ventilation -1.45 . 1000 0.00 -0.0081
Raw Materjal Storage 2,47 10,00 |0.00 -0.1641
Refining Kettles 016 |1.92 0.08 -0.0003
Total Project Emission Increases 016 |1.92 0.08 0.00
NNSR Significance Levels 10 40 100 0.6
NNSR Significance Levels Exceeded? No KNo No No

It should be noted that, as a practical matter, emissions decreases may generally not be
used in project netting for NNSR unless an emission reduction credit (ERC) application
has been filed to make the reductions permanent and enforceable. Exide has not elected

to do this.

Tt should also be noted that the Projected Actual Emissions calculation in this application
did not make use of the “capable of accommodating” provisions in the regulations. The
failure to use this provision would tend to make any ernissions increases appear greater
than they would have been had this provision been used. ‘

New Source Performance Standards (NSPS)

40 CFR Part 60, Subpart L —Secondary Lead Smeiters applies to pot furnaces of more
than 550 Ib charging capacity, blast (cupola) furnaces, and reverberatory furnaces that
commenced construction or modification after June 11, 1973. The blast furnaces and
reverberatory furnaces at the Reading facility are not involved in this project, and the
refining kettles are not pot kettles used to melt lead scrap. Therefore, the project is not

subject to Subpart L.

N_ational Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)

7
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40 CFR Part 63, Subpart X — Secondary Lead Smelting applies to the proj‘ect. The
following sources are subject to the applicable provisions of Subpart X: )

Source ID | Som‘ce'Name

124 . Smelter Ventilation System !
125 Smelter Verntilation Systém 2
128 Smelter Building Ventilation
129 Slag Cooling and Storage
130 Raw Material Storage

146 Slag Crushing Operation

147 Refining Kettles

Each of the listed sources would be classified as an affected source that commenced
construction before May 19, 2011. Of special note is Exide’s assertion that the collection
of refining kettles at the facility constitutes a single source, and that the addition of two
kettles to this source does not meet the 50% replacement cost threshold necessary to
qualify the collective refining kettle source as a new source under Subpart X, The
Department concurs with this determination. On January 5, 2012, the U.S. EPA issued
final amendments to 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart X. The compliance date for Subpart X
requirements that are new or changed by the January 5, 2012 amendments, and apply to
these sources, is January 6, 2014. '

" The application notes on Page 4-6, that “All of the measures that are being proposed as
part of the NAAQS Control Measures project have been designed to mect the amended
requirements of 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart X, and these existing sources at the Reading

Facility will comply with the amended requirements no later than the applicable
compliance date.” . '

Although compliance with the revised Subpart X is not required until 1/6/14, the
Department is proposing a potentially accelerated schedule for compliance with the
revised Subpart X (see the NAAQS section below for more details), which will be
incorporated into this proposed plan approval.

Also, it should be noted that in the interim period until the revised Subpart X is
implemented, ail sources will be required to comply with the old version of Subpart X

‘that is found in the facility’s current Title V operating permit.

Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM)

Emission units which are subject to Subpart X are exempt from CAM requirements, due
to the high level of conirol required by Subpart X. The refining kettles are the only source
that will experience an increase in pollutants unrelated to Subpart X (NOx, 502, CO, or
VOC) as a result of this project. Of these pollutants, only SO2 emnissions from the
refining kettles are subject to an emissions limit. pursuant to Chapter 123.22(c)(1)
Nevertheless, a control device is not required to achieve that limit. Therefore, the
refining kettles are not subject to CAM for SOZ2.

8
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Best Available Technology (BAT)

New projects are requued by 25 PA Code 127.12(a)(5) to show that the emissions from a
new source will be the minimam attamable through the use of the best available
technology.

As noted above, the refining kettle changes do not meet the cost thresholds fo be
considered a new source under Subpart X, By the same token, they would also not meet
the cost threshold to be considered a “new source” under 25 PA. Code Section 121.1.
Nevertheless, the applicant notes that the two new refining kettle burners will minimize
NOx, CO, SO2 and VOC emissions by the use of low-NOx burners, good operating
procedures and firing only pipeline quality natural gas. PM and lead emissions from the
burners of the two néw kettles will be controlled by new baghouse C63, with PTFE bags
and secondary HEPA filter. PM and lead emissions from the two new refining kettles
themselves will be controlled by existing baghouse C47 with PTFE bags.

Sources 129 and 146 will be directed to existing baghouse C19, and the existing controls
C29 and C46 will be scrapped. Baghouse C19 currently provides ventilation and control
of process fugitive emissions associated with Blast urnace 2 and Reverberatory Furnace
2. The level of emission control provided by baghouse C19 is expected to be the same as
was provided by C29 and C46. Therefore, this reconfiguration of control devices meets
the existing BAT and is acceptable.

The plan approval will include the following emission Himits for new and repurposed
baghouses:

a. C62,C63 and C64 0.0002 grains/dscf for PM10
0.00006 grains/dscf for lead

b. C19 0.0004 grains/dscf for PM1¢
0.00003 grains/dscf for lead

. C23A 0.0004 grains/dscf for PM10
0.000026 grains/dscf for lead

d. C47 0.0004 grains/dsct for PM10
0.000056 grains/dscf for lead

The limits for new baghouses C62, C63 and C64 are based on a 99.9%
removal efficiency for the baghouse plus an additional 50% removal
efficiency for the HEPA filter. The limits for the existing baghouses are based
on a 99.9% removal efficiency for the baghouse. The 0.000056 grains/dsct
limit for lead on the C47 baghouse was requested by Exide, and is more

* restrictive than the calculated 99.9% removal efficiency for the source.
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Testing for lead and PM10 will be required on all of the new and repurposed
baghouses. ,

National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Lead (Lead NAAQSY:

The expressed purpose of this plan approval application is to authorize actions that will
lead towards attainment of the Lead NAAQS in the North Reading Nonattainment Area.
Exide submitted to DEP a lead modeling study as a companion to this application in
support of the lead attainment efforts. '

The Exide facility itself is not specifically in violation as a result of the Lead NAAQS
nonattainment designation of the surrounding area. Therefore, this plan approval
application is most accurately viewed as a collection of pollution control measures that
Exide is proposing in order to contribute towards achieving attainment in the area. DEP
does not represent, o even necessarily expect, that the measures proposed in this plan
approval will by themselves be sufficient to cause the area to achieve attainment for lead.
Nevertheless, the measures proposed are important potlution control measures that Exide
cannot legally undertake without first obtaining plan approval. Therefore, provided that
the measures proposed in the plan approval are technically sound, it is important for the
public and the environment that they be implemented as expeditiously as possible.

- DEP presenily expects that the provisions of this plan approval, if issued, will eventually
be incorporated into a Consent Order and Agreement with Exide, prescribing a schedule
by which the project in the plan approval must be completed. Furthermore, in the event
that DEP’s review of the lead modeling concludes that measures additional to those
proposed in this plan approval are necessary 1o achieve attainnent, then 1.) the eventual
COA may contain additional lead control measures, and/or 2.) an additional plan
approval for additional measures may be required. Ultimately, any COA and/or plan
approval(s) would be incorporated into a State Implementation Plan. (SIP) submission for
EPA.

Tn order to advance this process as expeditiously as possible, DEP requested that Exide
propose in this plan approval application what would be considered Reasonably
‘Available Control Technology and Reasonably Available Control Measures
(RACT/RACM). This is because one of the federal requirements for SIPs is that affected
facilities must institute RACT/RACM for the affected pollutant. DEP’s review of Exide’s
Lead RACT/RACM proposal is ongoing, and is not expected to be completed prior to
finalization of this plan approval. As part of that review, the time will be ripe for DEP to
consider certain NAAQS-related lead control comments submitted during the recent Title
V renewal process for the Exide Reading Smelter.

Tt is clear that key-components of any Lead RACT/RACM approach for the Exide facility
are found in EPA’s 1/5/12 Lead MACT revision, DEP notes that, in the regulatory
preamble o that revision, EPA stafes on pages 39-40 that “After implementation of the
controls required in this final rule, we estimate that there will be no one [in the United
States] living at a census block centroid exposed 0 ambient [lead] concentrations above
the NAAQS due to these facilities [specifically including the Exide Reading Smelter]...”

10
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With this in mind, DEP is proposing t0 incorporate certain key elements of 1/5/12 Lead
MACT revision, on @ potentially accelerated schedule, in this plan approval. The
schedule is potentially accelerated because the compliance time-frame for the selected
requirements will be based on the time frame of Exide’s completion of the building
enclosures proposed in this plan approval application. The completion of {hese enclosures
may be sooner than required by the MACT. A precise accelerated deadline for such

- completion will be selected if and when the plan approval i issued, for incorporation into
4 COA and eventually into 2 proposed SIP TEVISiOn.

The elements of the revised MACT to be incorporated nto this plan approval include 1.)
stringent lead stack emission limits for those sources addressed in this plan approval, 2.)
facility enclosures and monitoring, 3.) fugitive dust housekeeping procedures, and 4.)
baghouse inspection and maintenance procedures. It should be noted that the lead stack
emission limits for the sources addressed in this plan approval are all proposed at 0.00008
prains/dsci or less, based on preliminary modeling, as compared with the revised MACT
limit (facility average) of 0.000087 grains/dscl.

Public Comments

Onp February 21, 2012, Osman Environmental Solutions, LLC, on behalf of the Berks
County Commissioners, provided comments on the plan approval application. A
qummary of the comments and the Department’s 1esponses is mcluded in the attached
Comment and Response document.

" Conclusions and Recommendations

The plan approval application inchuding compliance history was received on January 18,
2012. Berks County, Muhlenberg Township and Laureldale Borough weie notified of the
intent to submit this plan approval application on of about January 3, 2012. All
appropriate restrictions, monitoring, testing, work practice standards, record keeping and
reporting conditions are included in the plan approval.

1 reéommend draft Plan Approval 06-050661 be distributed for comments.

Attachments:

6/29/12 email from Neal Lebo, Alld Inc.

6/12/12 letter from Exide .

5/1/12 email from Exide addressing plan approval questions

4/18/12 email from Exide addressing plan approval questions

4/5/12 email from Russell Kemp, Environ Corp., addressing emission rates

3/30/12 letter from Exide addressing comments from Berks County

3/29/12 email from Exide addressing plan approval guestions

2/21/12 letter from Osman Environmental .

Comment and Response Document regarding 2/21/12 Osman Environmental comments

i1
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co: Permits
Reading District
SC Region 06-050661, BS
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Hanlon, Thomas.

From: Neal Lebo <nlebo@ALLAING COM>

Sent: Friday, June 289, 2012 8:06 PM

To: Hanlon, Thomas ’ .

Ce: robin.daub@na.exide.com; Fred Ganster@exide.com, RCoEttngs@schnademom
Subject: _ RE: Exide : ‘

Attachments: o Revised Tables 6-27-12.pdf

Tom:

Provided below are responses'to the guestions raised in the two emails you sent to me on june 25, 2012.

Question: In your updated baseline actual table (and potentiaily some trickle down effect on other tables), when you
revised the PM10 number, the PM2.5 number became greater than the pPM10. Should the PM2.5 number be equal to the
- pPM10? Also, in tabie 3-3, the PM 10 number is greater than the PM number. Should these two numbers be the same?

Response! .
Since PMi, is the only particulate poltutant reported to PADEP on AIMS reports, when making the adjustments 10

address 25 Pa. Code §127.203a{al{4){F) the values for PMy were the only ones adjusted on the revised Table 3-1
provided to you on June 12, 2012. At the time we did not make any adjustments to the values for PM and PMys since
they are not reported on AIMS and are thus not subject to 25 pa. Code §127.203a(a){4){F). You will recall that we used
EPA’s PM Calculator to estimate emissions for PM fractions. In general, the PM Calculator emission factors for the
source types we are adjusting (e.g., Raw Material Storage and Refining Kettles) are based on an assumption that PM =
PMqp = PMys. Inlight of your question here, we apknow%edge that, for clarity, itisa reasonable option to also adjust the
PV and P, values in a manner similar to the adjustments made to the Pl values. These adjustments are nOW
presented in the Revised Table 3-1 attached to this message. Once again, as shown in Revised Table 3-3 and Revisad
Table 3-4 attached to this message, respectively, these adjustments do not change the conclusions of Exide’s PSD and
NNSR evaluation of the proposed NAAQS Control Measures Project presented in the PAA submitted on January 18,

2012

P

Question: A few other gquestions have come up concerning the Exide plan approval:

1. Is it true that afl projected actual and baseline erissions are hased on stack emissions only, and not fugitives? |
recognize that o major part of the plan approval is 10 enclose buildings to minimize fugitives, but we will need to
note whether fugitive emissions were accounted for in the estimotes.

Response:
Yes, it is true that all projected actual ermissions (PAL) and baseline actual emissions (BAE) estimates are hased on

stack emissions only.

2. Can you verify ogain that there are not any non-compliant emissions used in establishing BAE. Specifically source
125 did fail a stack test on 8/25/09. You have stated that you are using August 2009 test data for some of the

SOQUrCes.

Response!
We verify again that there are not any non-compliant emissions used in establishing haseline actual emissions

(BAE}. As presented in Appendix E, Table £-7 of the Plan Approval Application submitted to PADEP on January 18,
2012, the lead (Pb) amission factor used for Source 1D 125 (Smelter Ventilation System 2) is 0.024 pounds per hour
(Ib/hr), derived by averaging results from stack tests conducted in April 2010 and September 2010. This emission
factor is compliant with the comparable applicable Pb emission limit of 0.03 tb/hr established in Title V Permit No.

06-05066, Section E, Group 5G02, Condition #003{a).
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3. For NNSR purposes, to demonstrate de minimis Incredses of NOx and VoG, you need t0 do a ten year look
“back. Con you provide information on increases of those pollutants, either through plan approvol of RFD over the
past 10 years? Canyou also provide the number of RFDs subrmitted over the last 10 years?
Response. ‘ . oo
Thera have been no plan App'rovals or Requests for Determination of Exernption from Plan Approvai/Operating
permit (RFD) in the last 10 years which have resuited in increased emissions of NOy or VOC. As requested, bejowisa

list of RFDs submitted over the last 10 years.

RFD Description Date of implementation
Replacemnent of northern portion of Raw Material Storage Building .TBD :

installation of ePTFE'membr_ane filter bags incal, C47 and €22 w
Scrubber System 1 &2 - Cyclonic Chamber Replacements m

Intermediate Feed System - Reverb #2
Central Vacuum System

%

%

Air/Oxy Fuel Burness . 12/01/2009
Mobile Pallet Shredder & Road Sweeper 08/01/2008

07/01/2008

\

#1 Intermediate feed Screw
Mobile Paliet shredder

Reverb #2 Intermediate Screw } W

reverb #2 Dampey
Reverb 2 Belt/Screw Feeder
Reverb #1 Belt/Screw Feeder
Slag Crusher

|

10/2004

please call or email me if you need anything further.
Best regards,
Neal

Neal S. Lebo

Frofect Maiiager

All4 Inc. .

2393 Kimberton Road ¢ P.O. Box 299
Kimbertor, PA 19442-0299

Office: 61 n933.5246x 13

nobile: 484 6454248

Fax: £10.932.5127
plebo@ali4iNC.con

v, all4inc.com

RATATLATARTE e LR L

WA enviroreview . Com = ALL4S customized sepironmenial reguiatory updates
Have you checked out ALLA’S plog this week?

From: Hanlon, Thomas [mailtc:thanion@pa.gov}
sent: Monday, June 25, 2012 3:37 PM

To: Neal Lebo

subject: RE: Exide

Hi Neal,

A few other guestions have come up concerning the Exide plan approval:

2
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4. Isit true that all projected actual and baseline emissions are based on stack emissions only, and not fugitives? |
recognize that a major part of the plan approval is to enclose buildings to minimize fugitives, but we will need to
note whether fugitive emissions were accounted for in the estimates, '

5. Can you verify again that there are not any non-compliant emissions used in establishing BAE. Specifically
source 125 did fail a stack test on 8/25/09. You have stated that you are using August 2009 test data for some
of the sources. :

6. For NNSR purposes, to demonstrate de minimis increases of NOx and VOC, you need to do a ten year look
back. Canyou provide information on increases of those pollutants, either through plan approval of RFD over
the past 10 years? Can you also provide the number of RFDs submitted over the last 10 years?

Thanks,

Tom

From: Hanlon, Thomas

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2012 1:17 PM
To: ‘Neal Lebo'

Subject: RE: Exide

Hi Neal,

Inyour updated baseline actual table (a nd potentially some trickle down effect on other tables), when you revised the
PM10 number, the PM2.5 number became greater than the PM10. Should the PM2.5 number be equal to the

PM10? Also, in table 3-3, the PM 10 number is greater than the PM number. Should these two numbers be the same?

Thanks,

Tom

From: Neal Lebo [mailto:nleho@ALLAINGC. COM] .
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2012 12:37 PM

Te: Hanlor, Thomas

Subject: RE: Exide

Tom:
Our apologies. It is a significant digit rounding difference caused by a formatting ghitch in the spreadsheet we used to
create the tables, We intended it to appear as shown on the attached version of the table. There is no change in lead

emissions expected.

Neal

From: Hanlon, Thomas mailto:thanlon@pa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2012 12:17 PM

To: Neal Lebo
Subject: Exide

Hi Neal,

Is the slight difference in BAE and PAE for lead in the Slag Crushing Area a significant digit reporting difference, or is a
slight decrease expected in lead emissions? :

Thanks,
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Attachment 3
Table 3-3 Revision 2

Summary of Project-Related Emissions and PSD Applicability for NAAGS Gontrel Measures Project

Exide Technologies ~ Reading, Pennsylvania

(tons/yr)
Source PM PM,q NOy 50, COo Total GHG | Non-Biegenic CO.e
. Smelter Ventilation #1 2.78 -2.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
: Smelter Ventilation #2 -1.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 .0.00 0.00
Smelter Building Ventilation .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Raw Material Storage (.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Wow Eum Hﬁan_am

1,638

Notes:

1Y NSR Significance Levels as listed in 40 CFR §52. w:@@&g and 25 Pa. Code-§121.1.
2) Projected actual emissions increases based ugon the following future hours of operation and mu:nﬁﬁoa incremental increases:
Future Hours per Year ¥

R

3) This emissions summary was developed solely for the purpose of evaluating the PSD and NNSR applicability of the proposed NAAQS Control Measures Project. “The emission data presented
was not developed in a manner suitable for use in any way to demonstrate attainment of the Po NAAQS, and is not intended for any such use, Exide has separately prepared and submitted to
PADEP an air quality dispersion modeling report for the purpose of demonstrating attainment of the Pb NAAQS.

mHuenmﬁm revised value due to baseline emissions adjustment.

Revised:

6/26/2012

ED_013208_00001212-00016



Attachment 4
Table 3-4 Revision 2
Summary of Project-Related Emissions and NNSR Applicability for
Zgﬁm Control Measures Project
Exide Technologies - Reading, ?ﬁsam%?m:mm

. (tons/yry
Source PM. 5 MOy VOO Pk
Smelter Ventilation #1 ~1.39 0.00 0.00 -0.0490
Smelter Ventilation #2 : -0.64 0.00 0.00
Smelter Building Ventilation 0.00 0.00 )
. Raw Material Storage 0.00 0.00 -0.1641
Refining Kettles 1.92 0.08 | -0.0003

Notes:

1) NSR Significance Levels as listed in 40 CFR §52.21(b)(23)(1) and 25 Pa. Code §121.1.

2) Projected actual emissions increases based upon the following future hours of operation and antic
Future Hours per Year -

3) This emissions summary was developed solely for the purpose of evaluating the PSD and NNSR applicability of the proposed NaaAQs

Control Measures Project. The emission data presented was not developed in 2 manner suftable for use in any way to demonstrate

attainment of the Pb NAAQS, and is not intended for any such use. Exide has separately prepared and submitted to PADEP an air quality

dispersion modeling report for the purpose of demonstrating attainment of the Pb NAAQS.

ted incremental increases:

Indicates revised value due to
baseline emissions adjustment.

Revised: 6/26/2012
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Attachmont 2
Table 3-2 Revision 2
Summary of Projected Actual Emissions for NAAQS Control Measures Project
Exide Technologies - Reading, Pennsylvania

(tons/yr)
Source M P, PM. s MOy $0; [2ds) vor Ph As Cd Total GHG | Non-Biegenic Clpe

Smeliee Ventilation #1 3.59 3.29 1.80 N/A N/A N/A NiA. 0.06 A.82E-04 | 4.24E-04 N/A N/A
Smelter Ventilation #2 1.66 1.53 0.83 N/A NIA NA N/A 0,05 | 2.91E-04 | 2.63E8-04 NiA N/A
Smelter Building Ventilatior 1.69 1.57 147 N/A NiA N/A NiA 0.03 9 85E-05 | 3,35E.04 N/A NiIA
Raw Material Storags 455 aas TR T WA L WA | WA A 020 |2 415.04 | 2 A1E0A | /A NiA

an.n@bﬁu.am Keitles |mmqu 2.73 2.73 8.33 0.04 5.00 0.33 w.wuﬁwﬂ 2.38E-04 | 3.20E-05 7,087.92 7.104.73

Totol Projected Future Actual Emissions (All Modified and Affected Units) 13.86 13.41 11,12 B.33 0.04 5.00 .33 G.38 1.165-03 | 1.30E-03 7,097.92 7,104.73
) Slap Cooling and Storape N/A .85 NiA MN/A NIA NIA NiA 0.03 3.73E-04 | 8.40E-05 N/A N/A
Slag Crushing N/A 1.10 N/A N/A N/A- NiA NA 8.01 §.59E-03 | 1.42E-05 N/A N/A

Notes:

13} ?&nnnnu actual emissions increases based upon the mo__oi_:m future hours of ovogaon and anticipated incremental incrgases

2) This emissions summary was developed solely for the purposs of ovaluating the PSD Ea NNSR applicability of the proposed Z?pom Control Messures Praject. The emission date presented was not developed in a monner snitable for use -

in any way to demonsirate attainment of the Pb NAAQS, and is not intznded for any such use, Exide has separatsly prepered and submitted to PADEP an air quality dispersion modeli ing repert for the purpose of demonstrating attainment of the

PuNAAQS.

3) Argenic and Cadmium efnissions based on analytical results from gm&ocmn dust and the compurative relationship to known PM emission:

4) Estimated emissions for Slag Cooling and Storage and Slag Crushing sources added at request of Pennsylvania Department of the Environmental Protestios

Reviged: 6/26/2012
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Attachment 1
Table 3-1 Revision 2
Summary of Baseline Actual Emissions for NAAQS Control Measures Project
Exide Technologles - Reading, Pennsylvania

{tonslyr)
Sourca Py MOy 50, co VoG As Cd | Total GHG | Non-Blogenic COye

Smelter Ventilation 43 3.19 Ni& NiA NIA NIA 5,00E-04 | 7.52E-04 - NIA NFA
Smelter Ventilation 82 1.47 N/A N/A NIA NIA 3.14E-04 | 4.64E-04 N/A . N/A
Smeclter Building Veatilatior N/A NiA N/A N/A L71E-04 | 5.31E-D4 N/A NIA
Raw Material Storage N/A N/A NA N/A 3.96E-04 | 3.80E-04 N/A N/A

- Refining Kettles 6,41 0,03 3.85 0.25 2258-04]3.028-05 | 545994 546518

Total Projected Future Actual Emissions (Al Modified and Affected Units) 6.41 0,03 3.85 0.25 1.B0E~03 | 2.21E-03 | . 5459.94 5,465.18
Slag Cooling and Storage N/A NIA N/A N/A NiA 3.73E-04 | 8.40E~05 N/A N/A
Slag Crushing N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 6.59E5-05 | L42E-05 N/A N/A

Notes: ’ ' . .

1) This emissions summary was developed solely for the purpose of evaluating the PSD and NNSR applicability of the proposed NAAQS Control Measures Project. The emission data presented was not developed in a manner suiteble for us:
in y way tq demonstrate attainment of the Pb NAAQS, and is not intended for any such use. Exidc has scparately preparcd and submitted to PADEP an air quality dispersion modeling report for the purpase of demonstrating attainment of the
PhNAAQS.

2) Arsenic and Cadmium emissions based on analytical results from baghouss dust and the comparative relstionship to known PM emisston:

3) Estimated emissions for Slag Cooling 2ad Storage and Slag Crushing sourses added at request of Pennsylvenia Department of the Environmental Protectior

$iidIndicates baseline emissions adjusted downward to be consistent with values reported on AIMS for baseline period

Revised: 6/26/2012
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EXIDE

TECHNC‘«LOGIEQ

Exide Teciinolegies
L ) : : Peamngﬂemlmg
June 12, 2012 o _ £0. Box 11224
‘ ‘ ' Reading, PA 198124294
610.927,4604

Mr: Tom Hanlon

Environmental Engirieering Manager
: Pt,rmsyivama Depaitmént’ of Exivir onnmigntal Protection

Southeentral Regional Office

909 Eimerton Avenue ' '

Harrisburg,: PA 17110-8200

RE: ‘Exide Technelogies Reading, PA Facility.
Respouse to Commenfq/Quesﬁons of PADEP on
NAAQS Control Measures Plan Approvai Appilcanon

Dear-Mz. Hanlon

The Exide Technologies Reading, PA. Facﬂny (Exide) is pleased to prowda this response
to questions and comments recéived from thé Pennsylvania Départment of Envirenmental
Protection (PADEP) regarding the Nationdl Ambient. Air Quality Standards (\‘AAQS}
Control Measures Plan Approvai Application (PAA) sibmitted to PADEP on january 18,
2012. PADEP’s comments and questions addressed herein were transmitted to Exide in
your: email sentto Exide’s ‘Ms, Robin Danb on Miy .15, 2012 The comments and
questions are summarized below foﬂowed by Exide’s. Tesponses.

Comments and Questions f{n{ Pr‘emraﬁon of Draft Plan Approval

PADEP Contment #1. A quantification of emissions of arsesic and cmfm:zzm ﬁ'om the
faa[nj: is Hecessary. Plense provide this.

~ Aspart of U.S. EPA’s evalimtion of remduai misk that résnlted in. recent amendments o

40 CFR 63 Subpart X National Emission Standards for Hazaidous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP) fiom Secondary Lead (Pb) Sriel tting, U.S. EPA considered risk metrics
associated with stack emissions of non-Pb metal hazardous air pollutants (HAP) siich:as
arsenic’ and cadmivin and, since it found that; an appropriate reduction in the stack Pb
concenttation Hmit ensures acceptab}e risk from mon-Pb metgl HAPS, TLS, EPA
defenmined it was not neceisary to sétadditional limits for non. -Pb metal HAPS. For this
reason Exide did ot include a, quaﬂimcanon of arsenic, cadmium or dny other non-Pb

metal HAP in the PAA.

Exide has histotical ly estimated arsenic aad. cadmium. emissions o dir for SARA 313
Toxic Refease. Inventory (TRI} repm:un ‘purosss, The taleulition methodolocry ased by
Exide for these €stimates has been based-on: analyucai results from sampling of baghouse
dust and the- comparatwe reianonsh;p of the levels of argeni¢ and tadmium found in the
‘baghéuse: dust to kniown emissions of partlcufate matter (PM) In-responise to thisTéquest
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“ -?’a.g‘e ? of6 i

from PADEP; usmg t}ns samé methodology Exide has estimated ’zbe arsenic " and
- cadmivm -emissions .related to the NAAQS Control Measires Pro_}ect The _project
bageline actual emissions. (BAE) of arsenic.and cadmmrn are presented in Revzsed Table
3-1 mc}uded as:Attachment | {0 this Ieﬁsr “The Project pro ong (PAE)
of arsenic and:cadmium are p1esented in Revised Table 32 mcluded 3s-Attachment 2 10.

tlus letter,

PADEP Conmuent 42, What are the basefine actual emissions of the: s!ag cooz‘mo and
siorage areas with “the: cliriefit eontrol devices compared’ to. the pi Q;ecred actial

emissions, with. repurpaxed control device?

As stated ‘in Section 3, of the. PAA Narrative, the Emission Inventory presented in the
PAA was developed: solely for the purpose of evaluating the Prevention of Swmﬁcan;
Deterioration (PSD) and Non-dttainment New Sonicé Review (‘:\‘NSR) apphcabzhiy of
the proposed NAAQS Control Measurés Project. Since the pr 0posed project to enclose
the Slag Cooling and Storaoe and Slag Crushing sources does not niodify the sources,
their emissions, or the repurposed control deviee, PSD. and NNSR. are' not potentially
apphcable and it was ot necessaty 10, includé BAE and PAE for these sources in the
PAA Emission Iny cnimy However in the interest of completeness, Exide did include

updated PAA Procéss F orms for these sowrces.

In response to this question’ ﬁom PADEP, Exide has estimated what the project BAE for
the ‘Slag Coohno and-Storage-and Slag Crushing sources’ wouid be. The baséline period
Exide used to evaluaie those sovrces that were potenttaily applicable to PSD and NNSR
was the period Septernber. 2007 through Auoust 2009." Exide determined what the BAE
for the Slag Cooling and Storage and Slag Grushing sources. would be based on the actual
values reported to PADEP in Emission Inventory Praduction (a.k.a, AIMS) reports for,
this baseline period, These BAE.are: presented’ in’ Revised Table 3-1 included as.
Attachmient 1 tg this léter Since there are no proposed modifications to these sources or
the technology. used to control. their emissions, no’ -change in these BAE dre-éipected as a
result of the NAAQS Control Meisures Project. Nevertheless, for completeness these-
samé émission levels are presemed as what the PAE \.\’ouid be in Revised. Table 3-2
included as Anachiment 20 thig lertér.

PADEP Coinient #3. Hive there been any RFD approvals or pian {zppmwzls in the |
last 10 pears-whicl have. increased NOx or VOC enissions at the. facz[n})? If.s0, these
would need to be. aceoimted for in defermining f!ze net’ emission increase and if the
increase is de mininiis, as per 127, 703(1((2)(2)

There have been no Plan Approvals or Requests For Determmat:on of Exemplion from
Plan Approva]/()pelatmc Permit (RFD) in the last 10 years which have resulied in
increased emissions that nigéd o bé accounted for | in determmmﬂ “emission increases
reiated ta the' prop@sed NAAQS: Contm] Measures. Progect :

' Section’3. 2.1 of the PAA Narrative,
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Exide Technologies Reading. PA
Response to Questions{Comments
' Jung 12 2012

Page 3ol 6

Comments and Questions Related to Kmission Inventory Information

- PADEP Commeni g7, Smelier Byilding Vendilation PMI o/ Pl re!af:onsif:p —
Actprding fo'the parawapiz on page 3-8 mzder PM16, PM10 shonld bé equal fo 85% of
PM for this source. In Table 3-1 PMI0 is equai fo 93% of PM. Past AIMs reports

have used the 85% ﬁzcmr Please explain.:

On page 3- 8 of the PAA Narrdtive the reference 10 an 85% reiatmnship of PMm to PM
describes how Exide “historically caleulated” P‘v{m fo; annual reporting purposes based
on “the results of the filterable particulate emission: test eonducted i August, 1986, the
actual hours of ‘operation_that oéctitred during edch tespective ¢calendar year, and an
assamption presented in Iustonc U.S. EPA AP-42 guidance that P\:fm is'equal to 85% of
PM for this type of source.’ > That historic cmdance that Piviye is. equal to 85%:of PM can
no longer be found in AP-42, a8 it has been replaced with U S. EPAT s PNV Calculator'
which prowdes emission factors for PM fractions based on actual emissions testing of
different source typés used in specific industries,. including secondary lead smelting.
Thits, as stated in the next sentence in thal pamvraph on pagg 3-8, “For the purposes of
this apphLaﬁOH baseline filterable PM, emissions are calculated based on the results. of’
thé emission test conducted in 1986, the actual hours of operation that occuned at the
sotree -during the 24~moﬁth basehne period, and U.S, EPA’s PM Calculator.” Exide
adjusted the caleulation methodoloay o prowde the most up-to-date ‘and accurafe
estimation of ernissions, which resulted in the 93% relationship observed in Table 3-1"of
the PAA submﬂted on Janvary 18, 2012.

PADEP Comment #2. Ruw Material Storage PMI10/PM relationship -~ According fo te
puragraph on page 3-9 under PMI0, PM10 should be equal to 85% of PM for s
soirree. In Table 3-1 PM10is eqital to 100% . of PM. Past AIMs ;cporz‘s have used the
85% fucior, Pletse explain.

On page 3-9 of the PAA Narrative the reference to.an 85% rdatlonshlp of PMyy to PM.
describes how Exide “historically calculatéd” PMq for annual reporting purposes based:
on “the resulfs of the filterable pamcuiate emission fest ¢onducted i August 1986, the
actual hours of operanon that ‘occurréd during each respective calendar year; and arn
assumption presemcd in historic U.S. EPA AP-42 guidanice that PMp is equal to 85% of
PM for this type of source:” That historic guidance that PMp is equal to.85% of PM can
no longer be found in. APJQ, as it has been réplacéd with TS, BPA'S PM Calculator
which provides emission factors for PM fractions based on actual emissions testing 6f
different source -types: used. in. speuﬁc industries. inchiding secondary lead smelting.
Thus, as stated;in the: néxt senténce in that puaaraph on-page 3- 9, “For thg; purposes of
this: apphcatjon baseline filterable PMm efnissions are ca}cuiated based on-the resnlis of
the emission test conducted. in 1986, the actual -hours of operauon that ocewrred at the
source during the- 74-month baseling ‘period, ‘and 1:S. EPA’s PM ‘Calculator” Exide
adgnsted thé. caléulation ‘méthodology to provide the nidst up-to-dafe and accurate:
estimation.of emissions, which resulted in the 100% Tefationship observed in Tablé 3-1 6f
the PAA submitied on. Ianuary 13, 3012.
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af.:fuak hmus oi operatmn that ring. | ; f‘twe cai __fdar yeal and an
assumptton presented 1 h;stomc U S EPA AP:4 ﬂuldanc&that PM;@ 15 equa] 10 92% of

PM forthis type of source:” That historic gdance it PV is équal 16 92% of PM tan
19, as jt has been replaced with U.S. EPA”s PM Caleulator

no: longer be found’in AP-42
which prowdcs eriiission. factors for PM fractions based or acfual emissions testing of

different source iypes used in specﬁ' i¢ industries, mcludmo SE:COildBI}’ Iead $melting.-
Thus; as statad in the next senterice in that palaglaph on page 3-10, “For the PUrposes of
this- 1ppl:uati0n, baseline: filterable PM 15 émissions dre caletl a[ed based on the results of
theé &mission 1est conducted in ‘October-2000; the.actual hours that the Refining Kettles

' operated durinig the 24-month: baseline erzod ‘and U.S, EPA’s PM Calculator,” Exide
ad;usted the calculation miethodology o plowde the ‘most up-to-date and accurate
estimation of émissichs; which resulied in‘the 100% relationship observed.in Table 3-1 of
the PAA submitied on January 18, ’)015’

PADEP Comment #4, Please provide detuil oir how the led baseline acinal nuiibers
were ciénlated, parfzcz:la; ity fm Smelter Ventilution #1 and the Reaw Matermls

S!omge

The baseline period Exide used to evaluate those sources that Were potentla Uy apphcab{e
t6 PSD and NNSR was the period Septembcr 2007 through August 20097 Exide
conducts Pb emission iesting of certain sources. at’ Jéast once every two (2) years.
Baseline Pb émissions for each source included in the PAA Emission Invenlory are.
calculated based on emisqzon factors dérived from the results of the.most recent Pb
emission test onducted and the actual fours of opemtion that occurred during the 24-

month baseline period.

For the Smelter’ Veniﬂatmn #1 source the most recent Ph emission tests representative of
the baseline period was conducted in August o£ 2009 afid Yielded an average Pb emission
rate’of 0.0289 pounds per hour, (Ib/hr). This emission rate was apphmble to all mouths in
the baseline period, The average annualized actual hours: .of operation of the Smeler
Vantﬁatson #1 source dyring the baseline period was 7,769 hours peryear (hefyr). The
baseling: Pb emissions are thus calculated as follows:

? Section 3.2.1 of thé PAA Narmative:.
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Exide. Technologies Reading, PA
Response I Onesf:am/Commems
Jung 12, 2012 )

Pasge 3 of 1

00289 o x 7,769 /‘r1
2,000 b/,

= 011 téns peryear { FORS4 Y

For (he Raw Material Storage source. the jmost recent Pb emission tests represenmtwe of
the baseline period ! was also condueted in August of 2009 and yielded an average Pb
ernission tate of 0. 0833 i b/hr “This ernission rate, was applicable to all months in the
baseline. per iod. The average annualized actual ‘hours-of operation oF the Raw Mateual
- Storage, solirce., during the baseline period was 8, 760 hr/yr.- The baseline Pb emissions are:

thus,ca{c_uiated a8 f{oliows
0.0833 Ity . 8,760 B /w

. = 0.36 tOns,
2,000 tb /{On

The-emission factors and baseling aetual hours of operation used 1o calculate BAE forall
sources included in the Emission Inventory are presented in Appendix E, Table E-2 of the
PAA submittéd to PADEP on J'mnarv 18, 2012.

PADEP Comunent 5. Why was fest data ﬂ'ém a. 1984 fest chosen for baseliie
calcnlations? '

Exide assumi¢s that this question is regarding the use’ ‘of emission test data from Auoust of
1984 to derive PM emission: factors for the Smelter Ventilation Systém I and Smelter
Venhlahon Systern 2 sources. This August 1984 data is the most recent avallable
emission tesi data for PM from' these specific sources. Since there are no contmuous
emission monitoring systems . (CEMS}) -or prf,dwtwe ermissions MORLGTing systems
(PEMS) for PM requued or installed on these Sources, pursuant to' 25 Pa. Code
§127.203a(a)(4)(iil), stack test derived emissions factors are the preferred méthod for
detezmmmn BAE. There have been no changes in the design and operation of these
sources since 1984 to. indicate that the availablé test data is niot representative for these
sources. For these reasons; Exide used the fnost reécent-available emission test datal for
PM to caleulate BAE for all sources included in the Eiission Tnventory.

PADEP Comnnent #6, Please note that per Subchapter E the BAE may not exceed
previously reported emissions jor the same time. period for which feas have been paid,
Please verrﬁf that the BAE values for the po![utam‘s are not greater ihan the valies
repoi fed on AMS Sorthe 15;159[:113 pfmr)d

“When de‘«elopma the Emission Inventory for the proposed NA AQS Control Measures
Pro;ect Exide made’ adjustments to the: caicuiancm methodologies hxstomcally used for
‘alculating ermissions for-annual reportmcr ‘purposes. These adjustments were made in
order to provide the niost tp-fo-date wnid aceurate’ estimation of emissions for the pro;ect ,
Thi§ doés result in several instances where the BAE presented i the PAA 'rmsmon
1m?entory are shch‘d)'“ et e actial values: repozted to PADEP oii :
for the: baselme pcrlod' (September ’?007 throuvh Angust : ,.“09) For a,\ample {he. P i
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and 4 to this fettér, res;:ecnvafy “ﬂ‘}BSE ad;ustments ha\'e ,,0 effeat on the conciusmns of :
Exide’s PSD and NNSR. eva}uauon of the prapose:d NAAQ& Control Measures PIO_]ectf

' presentfad in. flie PAA submitted on Januar; 18,2012-

.PADEP Commem’ #7. Please verify that noie of the emmissions used in the BAE _perm(l

weie the result of HON-COMP, i“acﬁwtzes If there dre fmn—cmrgpimur einissions, the
BAE ww!d hive' 19 be'recalculated.

Nong of the qurmano_n used to-determine BAE reflects non,-'compl_i'an‘t‘activitiés’.

I you have any questions leﬁaldms our responses to PADEP’s comments and qnesnonq
prowded herein, please:feel free:to contact me- by telephotie at- (610) 9'71—4170 .or'by
email at robln, daubr’ﬁfna exide.com, _

Smcere}y
"de Techn niogles

Robin & Daub‘ "
EHS Manaﬂm

Attachnients 1 throdgh 4
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4 Attachment 1
. Table 3-1 Roevised
Summary of Baseline Actual Emissions for NAAQS Control Measures Project
Exide Technologies - Reading, Pennsylvania

(tonsiyr)
Source PM PMyo PM. g Ny 50, CO VoQ As Cd Total GHG | Non-Blogenic GO,

Smelter Ventilation H1 6.37 584 219 MN/A WA N/A NIA 5.00E-04 | 7.52E-04 N/A NIA
Smelter Ventilation #2 2.94 270 147 N/A N/A NIA NIA 5,14E~04 | 4.64E-04 N/A N/A
Smelter Building Ventilatior 337 2,93 N/A N/A NiA NIA 1.97E-04 | 6,70E-04 NIA NFA
Rew Materal Storage - : 7.80 780 N/A N/A N/A NiA 4.56E-04 | 4.39E-04 WA N/A

Refining Kettles 273 SgF] 278 §.41 0,03 3.85 9.23 2.40E-04 | 3.22E.05 5,459.94 5465.18

Total Projected Future mecmeE@mmwm.mlvﬁ?mﬁmmmmn and Affected Units) 123323 20.79 18.14 641 . 0,03 3.85 0,25 1.9 wm.ow 2.36E-03 5,459.04 5,465.18
: Slag Cooling and Storage NFA 0.85 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3.73E-04 | B.40E-05 N/A N/A
. Slag Crushing N/A 110 N/A NIA N/A NIA -, N/A 6.59E.05 | 1.42E-08 WA N/A

.Zonnm_ : : :
13 This emissions summary was developed solely for the purpose of evaluating the PSD and NNSR applicability of the proposed NAAQS Control Measures Project. The emission data presenied was not developed in a manner suitable for us

" in any way to demonstrate attaiument of the Pb NAAQS, and is'not intended for any such use. Exide has separately prepared and submitted to PADEP an air quatity dispersion modeling report for the purpese of demonsirating attainmient of the

Pb NAAGS. ' .
2) Arsenic and Cadmium emissions based on snalytical resulls from baghouse dust and the comparative relationship to known PM emissiont
3) Estimated emissions for Sleg Cooling and Storage and $lag Crushing sources added st yequest of Pennsylvania Department of the Environmental Pratectios

ndicates boseline emissions adjusted downward to be consistent with values reported on AIMS for baseline period

Revised: /72012
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Attachment 2
Table 3-2 Revised )
Summary of Projected Actual Emissions for NAAQS Control Measures Project
Exide Technologies ~ Reading, Pennsylvania

{tonsiyr}
Sourse PM | P, | PMyyg | NOyx S0, co VOC Ph As Cd | Total GHG | Non-Blogenic COze
. Smelter Ventilation 41 - 3.59 {329 1.80 N/A N/A WA N/A 0.06 |2.82E-04 | 4.24E-04 NYA . N/A
Smelter Ventilation #2 1.66 1.53 0.83 NiA N/A NiA& N/A 005 |2,91E-04 2.63E-04 N/A ' NiA
Sme)ter Building Ventilatior 1.69 1.57 147 NA NiA N/A N/A 0,03 19.858-051 3.35E-04 NA N/A
Raow Material Storage 4.29 428 429 WA N/A N/A N/A 020 |251E-04 | 241E-04 NiA N/A
Refining Kettles 2.73 2.73 2,73 8.33 0.04 5.00 0.33 3 975.02 | 2.38E-04 | 3.208-05 7,007.92 7,104.73
Total Projected Future Actun] Emissions {All Modified and Affested Unity) 13.96 13,41 1112 8.33 9,04 5.00 0,33 038 - 1116E-03 | 1,30E-03 7,087.92 7,104.73
Slag Cooling and Storape N/A 0.85 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A .03 3.73E-04 | 8.40E-05 N/A, N/A
Slag Crushing N/A 1.10 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0,01 6.59E-03 | 1.428-03 N/A N/A
Notes: ’ u )
1) Projected actual emissions increases based vpen the following fstrs hours of operation and snticipated incremental inerenses

. Future Hougs per Yeurhs, .
2) This emissions summary was developed solely for the purpose of evaluating the PSD and NNSR applicability of the proposed NAAQS Control Measures Project, The emission dota presentsd was not developed in & manner suitable for use
in any way to demonstrate attainment of the Pb NAAQS, and is not intended for any such use. Exide has separately proparcd and submitted to PADEP an air quality dispersion modeling report for the purpose of demonstrating sttrinment of the
PLNAAGS. . .
33 Arsenic and Cadmium emissions based on analytical results from baghouse dust and the comparative relationship to known PM emission)
4) Estimated cmissions for Slag Cooling and Storage and Slag Crushing sources added ot request of Pennsylvanis Department of the Environmental Protectiti

Revised: 6/14/72012 .
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Attachment 3
] Table 3-3 Revised
Summary of vqehmnﬁgﬁm_mﬁm‘n Emissions and PSD Applicability for NAAQS Control Measures Project
Exide Technologies - Reading, Pennsylvania

(tons/yr) -
Source PM Py, | NOx 50, CO | Total GHG | Non-Blogenic COye
Smelter Ventilation #1 278 | -2.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ,
Smelter Ventilation #2 -1.28 -1.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ' 0,00
Smelter Building Ventilation -1.68 6 0.00 0.00 . 0.00 0,00 0.00 -
Raw Material Storage C -3.51 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
: : 1.92 0.01 1.15 1,638

Notes: ’ . ’ .
1) NSR Significance Levels as listed in 40 CFR §52.21(b)23)(1) and 25 Pa. Code §121.1.
2) Projected actual emissions increases based upon the following futurs hours of operation and anticipated incremental increases:

: : , Future Hours pec Year HFET8

3} This emissions summary was developed solely for the purpose of evaluating the PSD and NNSR applicability of the proposed NAAQS Control Measures Project. The emission data .Emmasﬂna
was not developed in a manner suitable for use in any way 1o demonstrate attainment of the Pb NAAQS, and is not intended for any such uss. Exide has separately prepared znd submitted to

PADEP an air quality dispersion modeling report for the purpose of demonstrating attainment of the Pb NAAQS.

il

Indicates revissd value due o baseline emissions adjustment.

Revised: &/7/2012
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Attachment 4
Table 3-4 Revised
: : wggng of Project-Related Emissions and NNSR Applicability 4@«
NAAGS Control Measures Project
Exide Technologies - Reading, Pennsylvania

{(tons/yr)
Source - : | PM,5 MOy |
Smelter Ventilation #1 . -1.39 0.00
Smelter Ventilation #2 (.64 0.00
. Smelter Building Ventilation -1.47 & 0.00
Raw Material Storage -3.51 0.00
Womn:wm Hﬁan_am ) -0.02 o 1.92

Notes: _
1) NSR Significance Levels as listed in 40 CFR §52.21(b}23)(1) and 25 Pa. Code §121.1.
2) Projected moEa emissions increases based upon the following future hours of operation and anticipated incremental inorsases:

Future Hours per Year ,
3) This emissions summary was awé_ouam solely for the purpose of evaluating the PSD and NNSR applicability of the propesed NAAQS
Control Measures Project. The emission data presented was not developed in a manner suitable for use in any way to demonstrate
attzinment of the Pb NAAQS, and is not intended for any such use. Exide has separately prepared and submitted to PADEP an air quality
dispersion modeling report for the purpose of demonstrating attainment of the Pb NAAQS.

Indicates revised value due to
baseline emissions adjustment,

Revised: 6/7/2012
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Hanlon, Thomas

From: T DAUB, Robin {Reading) <robin.daub@na.exide.com>
Sent: - Tuesday, May 01, 2012 5:03 P .
To: A _ Hanlon, Thomas
. Co: ‘ MILLER, James (Reading); GANSTER, Fred {(Reading Equipment Center); HENKE, Daniel
{(Muncie); Collings, Robert; PEHOTE, Harry (Reading)
Subject: Follow up to phone message
Tom:

In response to your email of April 30™ Exide provides the following information;

1. You requested the outlet Pb concentrations for the 3 existing and 3 new baghouses to verify the
modeled emission rates that will be included as new permit conditions. The table below lists
these modeled Pb emission concentrations. We have also included the current Pb emission
concentration limits for the existing baghouses for comparison.

Current
Stack | Limits | .Modeled Pb
Baghouse D b Concentrations

(gr/dscf) {gr/dscf)
Cig Baghouse: Slag Area Existing | Sig 0.00087 0.000032
Cz23A Baghouse 2: Raw Material Storage Area Existing | S23A | 0.00044 0.000026
C47 Baghouse: Refining Kettles Existing | S47 0.00087 0.000056
Cé2 Bag}muse w/HEPA: Smelter System New 6 nfa 0.000041
Ventilation
(63 Baghouse w/HEPA: General Ventilation New <6 n/a 0.000041
West 3
C64 Baghouse w/HEPA: General Ventilation New S64 nfa ' 0.000041
East

2. You also requested information on the control performance characteristies of the Cig baghouse
following the proposed reconfiguration to address Best Available Technology (BAT)
concerns. 25 Pa. Code 127‘1z(a)(5) requires that plan approval applications show that emissions
from new sources are the minimum attainable through the use of BAT. However, it is our
position that the proposed reconfiguration of sources controlled by Cig does not constifute a
“new source” and therefore BAT provisions do not apply. Nevertheless, we point out that, after
the reconfiguration, the existing Slag Area sources controlled by the Cig fabric filter technology
will have previously been controlled by the C2g and C46 baghouses that employ the same fabric
filter technology. It is therefore clear that the previously employed BAT and its control
efficiency will be maintained.

Robin S. Daub

EHS Manager

Exide Technologies

Reading Recycling

Spring Valley Road & Nolan Ave.
P.O. Box 14294

Reading, PA 19612
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phone: §10-821-4176
cell: 484-358-7025

WARNING: This comsmunication contains canfidential inforraation. It is unlawful for unauthorized persons to review, copy, disclose. or disseminate confidential
information. If the reader of this warning is not the intended recipient, you are hereby nofified that you nave received this messags In error and requested fo delete

and or destroy this copy s .. -
immedfahﬁy‘ it T e e r-_—em—‘ﬂ_ﬁaﬂ_éb—‘ S e T "#%M"' f%WS-_:‘”’

From: Hanlon, Thomas [mailto:thanlon@pa.gov]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2012 4:17 PM

To: DAUB, Robin {Reading)

Subject: Follow up to phone message

Hi Robin,

As | stated in my phone message, | will be in a staff meeting fomorrow morning, but will be in the afternoon. If you
could, please provide the maximum outlet lead concentrations for the 3 existing and 3 new baghouses just so 1 verify |
was using the correct number is the modeling emission estimates, and so that | can include them as permit

conditions. Also can you verify that the outlet particulate and lead concentration won't increase nor the efficiency
decrease for C19 as part of the reconfiguration of sources to that baghouse. | was instructed to include a statement o

that effect in the review memo to address BAT concerns.

Thanks,

Tom

Thomas J, Hanlon, P.E. | Environmental 'Engineering Manager
Department of Environmental Protection

Southcentral Regional Office

909 Elmerton Avenue | Harrisburg, PA 17110

Phone: 717,705.4862 | Fax: 717.705.4830

www. depweh.state.pa.us

This message (including any attachments) rnay contain protected information and is intendad only for the individual(s)
named. If you are not a named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. If you have received
this e-mail in error, please notify sender by e-mail and delete this e-mail. .

This message contains information that may be confidential, privileged or otherwise protected by law from
disclosure. Tt is intended for the exclusive use of the Addressee(s). Unless you are the addressee or authorized
agent of the addressee, you may not review, copy, distribute or disclose to anyone the message or any
information contained within. If you have received this message in error, please contact the sender by electronic
reply to email@environcorp.com and immediately delete all copies of the message.

This message (inciuding any attachments) may contain protected information and is intended only for the individual(s)
named. If you are not a named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. if you have received
this e-mail in error, please notify sender by e-mail and delete this e-mail.

2
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Hanlon, Thomas

From: ' DAUB, Robin {Reading) <robin.daub@na.exide.com>

Sent: - Wednesday, April 18, 2012 3:49 PM

Jo: Hanlon, Thomas

Ce: GANSTER, Fred (Reading Equipment Center) Coiimgs Robert, GRAESSLE, Ghristine
‘ (Atlanta}; MILLER, James (Reading)

Subject: FW: Plan Approval Questions

Tom,
Sorry for the phone tag over the last several days; so the response to your questions are as follows:

Condition #o002a should not be a problem since we are not proposing to mcrease the actual throughput
of the refinery. :

Condition #oozb should be removed. It applies to the Americén Air Filter Baghouse, which will be
removed as part of the project.

* Condition #oo3a originally applied to the process fugitive emissions from the #» furnace systems
(lead/slag taps, charging areas, etc.). With the reconfiguration, it will control the slag crusher, slag
storage, and general ventilation and have less of a lead Joading., Although the condition is probably still
achievable, I don’t believe the condition will be applicable anymore.

Condition #003b should be removed. It applies to the American Air Filter Baghouse, which will be
removed as part of the project.

Do not hesitate to call me with any further questions.

Thanks,

Robin S, Daub

EHS Manager

Exide Technologies

Reading Recycling

Spring Valley Road & Nolan Ave,

P.O. Box 14204

Reading, PA 18512 -
phone: 610-821-4170

cell 484-358-7025

WARNING: This communication contains confidential information. 1 is unlawful for unauthorized persons to review, copy, disclose, or disseminate confidential
information. If the reader of this warning is nof the mtanded recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this message in error and requested to delete
and or destroy this copy

s

immediately, —e—=" = e I L S S S e

From: Hanlon, Thomas [mailto:thanlon@pa.qov]
Sent: Thursday, April 12, 2012 3:13 PM

To: DAUB, Robin (Reading)

Subject: Plan Approval Questions

Hi Robin,
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How are you doirig?

With the reconfigurations and such being proposed as part of the plan approval, do you feel Conditions 002 and 003 of
‘Source Group SG02 from the current title V permit are still applicable and achievable?

Thanks,

tom

Thornas J. Hanlon, P.E, | Environmental Engineering Manager
Department of Environmental Protection

Southcantral Regional Office :

909 Fimerton Avenue | Harrishurg, PA 17110

Phone: 717.705.4862 | Faxy 717.705.4830

www.depweb.state.pa.us

This message (including any attachments) may contain protected information and is intended only for the individual(s)
named., If you are not a named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. If you have recaived
this e-mail in error, please notify sender by e-mail and delete this e-mail.
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Hanlon, Thomas

From:
Sent:

. Jou

Ce:
Subject:

Attachments:

Russell Kemp <rkemp@erwironcorp.com=

Thursday, April 05, 2012 1:24 PM

Hanlon, Thomas

GANSTER, Fred (Reading Equipment Center), DAUB Robin {Reading); Mike Thomson
FW: Modeling

Exide l.ead Testing Results S47 and $55.pdf; FW Yuasa Plan Approvai Fw Yuasa

Good afternoon Tom,

We have included your original questions and provided responses below each one, The response to guestion three is
fairly long, because of the additional information provided with respect to the Yuasa sources, Please feel free'to contact
us to discuss the information provided. Given the holiday weekend and Spring Break down south, it may be difficult to
reach us until Monday, however,

1. Supporting calculations for 547 emission rate listed on Table 1

a.

Page 2 of the source testing reports attached provides stack testing data for 547 where the average
concentration of lead measured was 0.000037 gr/dscf corresponding to an emission rate of 0.0093
ib/hr. This value was used with a 1.5 times multiplier to model $47 with a maximum emission rate of:

0.0093 b (453 6gmm5)( hr )(1 5) = 0.001785
hr Ib 3600 sec/ 0 9fs

$47 Modeled emission Rate =

b. Following discussions with All4, it was determined that the emission rate was modeled as intended and

that the Plan Approval Application emission rate for this source would need to be amended {0 0.000056
gr/dsct. All4 propased to include the revision to the emission rate with their response to any other
comments on the Plan Approval Application from the PADEP in a memorandum.

2.- The assurmptions used for S55 and 570

a.

Page 1 of the source testing report attached provides stack testing data for S55 where the average
concentration of lead measured was 0.000044 gr/dscf corrésponding to an emission rate of 0.0266
Ib/nhr. This value along with a 1.5 times multiplier was used to mode] the maximum emission rate from
555:

o 0.0266 1b 1453.6 grams hr
S55 Modeled emission Rate = ( ) (

’ hr ib 3600 SBC) (1.5) = 0.005027 g/s
Although ENVIRON does not currently have access to a copy of the source testing report, the emission
rate for 570 is based upon a stack test completed in July 1998 for 570 where the average lead emission
rate was measured to be 0.0003 Ih/hr. The modeled emission rate was calculated by converting to g/s
and using a 4.2 times multiplier for a maximum emission rate of:
0.0003 1h (453.6 gmms)( hr

hr b 3600 se

§70 Modeled emission Rate = ) (4. 2) = 0.000159 g/s

3, The assumptions used and supporting calculations for Yuasa S01, S03{1-3) and 505.

Table 1 provided here is meant to serve as a proposed revision to the Yuasa point sources presented

Tahle 1in our Air Quality Dispersion Modeling Report (AQMR) based upon the information provided via
email on February 24th, and March 20th 2012,

Table 1; Proposed Yuasa Lead emitting pomt sources to be included in revised Dispersion
Modeling Analysis

‘Lead
: Emission
QEE?EOD Source Description’ Easting Northmg Eievatioz; rate S{Laig;t
G 1 (meters)® | {meters)® {meters)
roup 10 ) (gram {meters)
‘ ’ i second)

5t

{(x
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Y_S01° | (Yuasa) Pasting bpération . 422803 | 4470825 | 11252 | 0.000472 | 10.658
YHS€)2d (Yuasa) Oxide Bin 422805 4470606 112.48 0.000239 17.374
v soa_re | {fuasa) Assembly Lines 1 & 2 Bag 422808 | 4470578 | 11248 | oooosae | 6.098
Y _S03 2° {Yuasa) Battery Assembly 422808 4470578 112.49 D'.OD()Z?O_ 6.096
Y_S03 3° (Yuasa) Battery Assembly 422808 4470578 |. 112.48 0.000270 6.096
Y 505" | (Yuasa) Grid Casting Collector 422804 | 4470635 | 11255 | 0.000460 7.62
Y_SXX° New Lead Oxide Balt Mill {11.25 Q.‘i}{}0154

Y_sYY" Four New Lead Oxlde Silos ' ' 0.000478 e

Notes:

' Some of the Exisling Source IDs, and descriptions have been modified compared to the protocof in order to match propoesed §
appilication submission

2 Easting and Northing coordinates for Point Scurces are in UTM Zone 18, NADS3 Datum
® Elevation is assigned by AERMAP {Version 11103)

a. Emission'rates proposed for modeling that are based upon stack testing and / or actual emission rates
include a multiplier of 1.25

b. Emission rates proposed for modeling that are based upon reported potential to emit do not include a
multiplier (i.e. multiplier = i}

¢, Frnission rate for Y_S0% was calculated in two wéys
i. Based upon the 2010 facility AIMS submission 0.0164 TPY estimated based upon “B Rated
Factor” and assumed o represent a conservative estimate of annualemissions. {Potential
Emission Rate #2 was reported in Table 1 of the AQMR)
Yeo1 Potential emission Rote#1
0.0164 ton 2000 1b yr 453.6 grams hr
yr ( ton ) (8760 hr) ( b ) (3600 sec) &
= 0,000472 g/s
fi. Based upon the 2009 facility AIMS submission 0.010 TPY from stack testing
YsolPotentzaZ emission Rate #2

0.010 ton #2000 1D 453.6 grams hr
- Sl oty gy msgremy o
yr ton 8760 hr b 3600 sec
= 0.000360 g/s

Although Y_S01 Potential Emission Rate #1 is based upon lower quality of data, the information is
more recent and conservative, and it is therefore recommended that the modeled emission rate be rewsed 1o 0.000472

g/s.

d. The emission rate for Y_S02 is recommended to be revised to the potential to emit 0.0083 TPY lead

oxide reported in the Letter Dated Sept. 29 2011 regarding Yuasa Battery Plan Approval.

v 502 emission Rate = 0.0083 ton (2000 lb)( yr )(453 G gr ams)( hr ) 0
- T yr ton J\8760 hr Ih 3600 sec
= 0.00023% g/s

Note that, this emission rate is much lower than the 0.06 TPY reported in the 2009 and 2010 AlMS
reports which rely on material balance calculations, and formed the original basis for the emission rate
presented in Table 1 of the AQMR.

e. The emission rate for Y_SO3 as it was reported in Table 1 of the AOMR, and is proposed here is based
upon emission of 0.03 TPY fead reported in the 2010 facility AIMS report, which references stack testing
for this source. The total emission rate is broken into three modeled sources based upon the sources
described in the 2009 PADEP model files provided to Exide. it is our understanding that Y_S03_1

2
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represents emissions from Battery Assembly Lines #1 and #2,Y_503_2 represents Battery Assembly Line
#3,and Y_S03_3 represents emissions from Battery Assembly Line #4:
Y _S03_1 emission Raie
_ 0.03ton (2000 lb) ( yr ) (453.6 gTamS)( hr )( 2 Assembly Lines ),(1 5)
Ty ton 8760 hr b 3600 sec/ \4 Total Assembly Lines/ ™
= 0.000539 g/s :
Y_503_2 emission Rate
_ 6.03ton (2000 Zb) ( yr ) (453.6 gramS)( hr ) - 1 Assembly Line )(1 5)
T yr ton 8760 hr Ib 3600 sec (4 Total Assembly Lines/ ™
= 0.000270 g/s
Y 503.3 emission Rate : ' :
0.03 ton (2000 lb) ( yr ) (453.6 gmmS)( hr )( .1 Assembly Line )(1 25)
yr ton 8760 hr b 3600 sec/ \4 Total Assembly Lines/ ™
= 0.000270 g/s '

f.  The emission rate for Y_SO5 is proposed to be revised to the potentiaf to emit 0.016 TPY jead oxide
based upon Letter Dated Sept. 29 2011 regarding Yuasa Battery Plan Approval, . :
v SO emission Rate = 0.016 ton (2000 lb) ( yr ) (453.6 grams) ( hr ) @
FoUs emission fate = o ton ) \8760 hr b 3600 sec
- = 0.000460 g/s
The emission rate presented in Table 1 of the AQMR was based upon a stack tested emission raie from
1995 of 0.013 TPY, and a 1.25 times multiplier for an emission rate of 0.000467 gfs.

g. Source Y_SXXis proposed to be added to represent emissions from a new ball mill with potential to emit
0.0057 TPY lead oxide reported in the Letter Dated Sept. 28 2011 regarding Yuasa Batiery Plan
Approval. The letter also reports that emissions from this source would be controlled by a baghouse
followed by a HEPA filter. Sections of the Plan Approval Application sent via email on March 20, 2012,
included additional source characteristics such as the design fiow rate {7100 acfm), stack diameter {0.83
ft), temperature {176 °F), and the estimated emission rate,

The emission rate is reported in Section F of the Plan Approval Application to be based upon an
engineering calculation, and is proposed to have an allowable limit of 0.055 TPY or 0. 0126 Ib/hr, which
represents an order of magnitude increase over the letter dated Sept 28, 2011. Section C of the Plan
Approval Application reports the expected outlet concentration of the HEPA filter to be <0.05 mg/m’,
which when combined with the expected flow rate agrees most closely with the estimate reported in
the letter dated Sept. 29, 2011, The emission rate in the letter is therefore assumed to be the emission
rate estimate intended to the maximum emission potential, and is the emission rate proposed for
modeling. ‘

y 0.0057 ton ;20001b yr 453.6 grams
Y SXX emission Rate = e ( ) ( ) (

8760 hr ib ) (36{}0 Sec) @ )
= 0.000164 g/s

We did not find a stack height, or location ofthzs source in the documents provided, which are both
required for modeling.

ton

h. Source Y_SYY is proposed to represent the emissions from four lead oxide silos with emissions
controlied by bin vent filters followed by a HEPA filter as described in the Letter Dated Sept. 29 2011
regarding Yuasa Battery Plan Approval. The most recent emnission rate revision was provided in an
addendum memo on December 2, 2011 as 0.0166 TPY of lead.

V- SYY emission Rate = 0.0166 ton (2000 b yr oy f453.6 grams\y hr _
- eml;SLOn are = vr ( ton ) (8760 hr) ( b ) (3600 SBC) )

= 0.000478 g/s
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The addendur memo {Dec. 2, 2011) reports that this source would exhaust inside a building. The
location of the building and how air is exhausted is unclear. Additional information with respetct to the
location of this source, and configuration of the exhaust o atmosphere would be required in order to
determine source parameters to be incorporated into the dispersion model,

Kind regards,
Russell Kemp and Mike Thompson
ENVIRON

Russell S, Kemp, PE

Principal .

ENVIRON international Corporation
1600 Parkwood Circle, Suite 310
Atlanta, Georgia 30339
rkemp@environcorp.com

Direct 678-388-1654

Cell  404-374-7836

Fax 770-874-5011

Mike Thomson M.A.Sc., E.LT, | Senior Associate

ENVIRON EC (CANADAJ, INC. | www.environcorg.com .
7070 Mississauga Road, Suite 140 | Mississauga, Ontario LN 7G2 |
P: 289.290,0615 | F: 905.821.3711 | M: 647.328.0523 mthomson@environcorp.com

From: DAUB, Robin (Reading) [mailto:robin.daub@na.exide.com]
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2012 12:43 PM

To: Mike Thomson

Subject: FW: Modeling

Reading modeling questions from DEP.

Rpbin S. Daub

phone: §10-621-4170
call: 484-358-7025

. From: Hanlon, Thomas [mailto:thanlon@pa.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 17, 2012 12:13 PM

To: DAUB, Robin (Reading) '

Subject: Modeling

Hi Robin,
If you et chance to talk to the modeling people, the following are what | would like to see:
4. Supporting calculations for S47 emission rate listed on Table 1

5. The assumptions used for S55 and 570 '
6. The assumptions used and supporting calculations for Yuasa 501, S03{1-3) and SO5.
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fam having difﬁcuity reproducing the values for these Sources whicﬁ I need o do to be able to tell Central Office
modeling staff that the emission rates used are acceptable. :

Fam leaving at 12:45 today and will be back in the office on Tuesday.
Thanks,

Tom

Thomas 1. Hanlon, P.E, | Environmental Engineering Manager
Department of Environmental Protection

Southcentral Regional Office

909 Elmerton Avenue | Harrisburg, PA 17110
Phone: 717.705.4862 | Fax: 717.705.4830

www. depweb.state.pa.us

This message (including any attachments) may contain protected information and is intended only fortthe individual(s)
named. If you are not a named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. If you have received
this e-mail in error, please notify sender by e-mail and delete this e-mail.

This message contains information that may be confidential, privileged or otherwise protected by law from
disclosure. It is intended for the exclusive use of the Addressee(s). Unless you are the addressee or authorized
agent of the addressee, you may not 1eview, copy, distribute or disclose to anyone the message or any
information contained within. If you have received this message in error, please contact the sender by electronic
reply to email@environcorp.com and immediately delete all copies of the message. '
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TECHHOLOGIES

Mz, William Weaver

Air Quality Program Manager :
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
909 Elmerton Avenue

Harrisburg, PA 17110-8200

RE: Exide Technologies Reading, PA Facility
~ Response to Comments of the Berks County Commissioners on
NAAQS Control Measures Plan Approval Application and
AQMR for Pb SIP Attainment Demonstration

Dear Mr, Weaver:

The Exide Technologics Reading, PA Facility (Exide) is pleased to provide this response
to comments received by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
(PADEP) regarding the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) Control
Measures Plan Approval Application (PAA) and the Air Quality Dispersion Modeling
Report (AQMR) for Lead (Pb) SIP Aftainment Demonstration, both of which were
submitted to PADEP on January 18, 2012, The comment submittals FExide addresses
herein include the following:

e Comments on the NAAQS Control Measures PAA submitted by Fred P. Osman,
an environmental consultant, on behalf of the Berks County Commissioners
(BCC), in a letter to PADEP’s William Weaver dated February 21, 2012.

o Comments on the AQMR for Pb SIP Attainment Demonstration submitted by M.
Osman on behalf of the BCC, in a letter to PADEP’s William Weaver dated

March 5, 2012.

The comments submitted are summarized below followed by Exide’s responses.

BOC’s Consultant’s Comments on the NAAOS Control Measures PAA, February
21,2012

. PAA Comment #1, Because of known lead pollution and predicted SO, pollution, DEP
may rot issue a plan approval for this source; an order is required.

The BCC consultant asserts that, pursuant to 25 Pa, Code §127.13b(a)(1), PADEP may
not grant a Plan Approval to a facility causing air pollution and that PADEP has already
determined that Exide is causing Pb air pollution.- Though not clearly stated in these
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comments, Exide assumes that the BCC reference to a Pb pollution finding by PADEP
relates to current monitoring data that indicates levels in the vicinity of Exide that exceed
the revised NAAQS for Pb, which was promulgated by the ‘U.S. Enviropmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in November of 2008. Additionally, the BCC claim to have
demonstrated that the Exide facility has the potential to cause sulfur dioxide (SOy) levels
that exceed the new 1-hour SO, NAAQS which U.S. EPA promulgated in June 2010, and
that this also somehow represents pollution that prevents PADEP from issuing a Plan
Approval to Exide.

The Clean Air Act (CAA) provides that PADEP determine areas that are not attaining
any newly promulgated NAAQS, develop control measures that will bring any such areas
info affainment, promulgate regulations and/or issue orders that require ernission
ceductions and then, within three (3) years after promulgation of the newly promulgated
NAAQS, submit a plan of control measures 0 U.S. EPA (as a revision to the State
Implementation Plan {SIP]) that will be implemented to bring any areas that are
designated as nonattainment into attainment. All of these tasks are subject to U.S. EPA
approval. :

The existence of monitoring data showing ambient Pb levels in the vicinity of Exide that
exceed the 2008 Pb NAAQS is not disputed. However, rather than representing pollution
 that prevents issuing a Plan Approval, this data forms the determination that the area is
not currently ataining the 2008 Pb NAAQS, thereby triggering the rest of the process
required by the CAA described above. The NAAQS Control Measures PAA and the
AQMR for Pb SIP Attainment Demonstration submitted by Exide were the next
necessary steps in that process, and Exide’s preparation and submittal of these documents
represents Exide’s participation with PADEP in the process to develop the SIP.

The AQMR for Pb SIP Attainment Demonstration demonstrates that proposed
modifications and the addition of air cleaning devices at Exide would result in attainment
of the 2008 Pb NAAQS. However, pursuant to 25 Pa. Code §127.11, Exide cannot
proceed with construction of the proposed modifications and installation of air cleaming
devices unless the modifications and installations are approved by PADEP by Plan
Approval. Thus, Exide submitted the NAAQS Control Measures PAA to PADEP in
order to obtain approval to proceed expeditiously with implementation of the control

measures. Exide does not assume that receipt of a Plan Approval is the final step in the
2008 Pb NAAQS attainment process. Exide recognizes that future steps in the process
may include a consent order and agreement between PADEP and Exide that will serve as
an enforceable mechanism to assure that proposed control measutes atc implemented.

At this time the attainment designations for the new I-hr SO, NAAQS have not yet been
issued by U.S. EPA and, thus, the SO, attainment status of the area around Exide remains
as unclassifiable. Until such time as the CAA process described above unfolds in the
future and U.S. BEPA changes the SO, attainment status to attainment or nonattainment
based on criteria established by U.S. EPA, the area will remain unclassifiable for SO,.
Therefore, there are no additional requirements for Exide arising under the new 1-hour

ED_013208_00001212-00040



Exide Technologies Reading, PA
Response to Comments

March 30, 2012

Page 3 af 12

SO, NAAQS that prevent PADEP from issuing a Plan Approvél intended to achieve
attainment of the Pb NAAQS. .

The BCC consultant begins his comments by stating full support of all the measures
proposed in the NAAQS Control Measures PAA and encouraging Exide to proceed to
take thesc measures as rapidly as possible. Given that statement, Exide is puzzied as to
why the BCC consultant then takes an unfounded contradictory position that can only
obstruct the issuance of the Plan Approval, the very action Exide needs to proceed with
implementation of the control measuzes that the BCC claim to support. There would be
much to lose in the way of progress soward attainment of the 2008 NAAQS in the
Laureldale area if this comment is given any consideration. Exide urges PADEP to
disregard these comments, follow the appropriate regulatory process, and issue the
requesied Plan Approval as quickly as possible in advance of any consent order or other
subsequent step in the 2008 Pb NAAQS attainment process.

PAA Comment #2. The point source lead emissions from all sources combined must be
reduced from those previously emitted by the source.

The BCC consultant raises as a “point of interest” that a comparison of previously tested
cmissions to Exide’s Attainment Model, as presented in a table on page 2 of their
February 21, 2012 letter, indicates an increase in point source (stack) emissions of 27%.
The BCC go on to say that, while they know it is “admittedly simplistic” to draw their
conclusions, it is “beyond curious” that the increase in fotal emissions they allege would
result in a decrease in ambient impact, and that these results “defy common sense,”
making it “difficult to imagine how the NAAQS will be attained.”

The comment’s compartson of emission rates is not merely “admittedly simplistic,” but is
both misleading and irrelevant. The table presented in the comment, by its own title and
definition, compares previously measured (i.e., actual) emission rafes with those in the
Attainment Model. The comment admits that the reconfiguration of conirol devices and
emission points in Exide’s proposal makes comparison “g bit complicated.” This is an
enormous understatement, since any attempt to do s0 results only in an apples-to-oranges
comparison because the Attainment Model emission rates are intended to serve as an
indication of future allowed maximum emission rates, not actual emission rates. Such
future allowable point source emission rates would, of course, be generally greater than
actual emission rates experienced in testing to allow for variability and a reasonable
expectation of compliance. Thus, pointing out that the sums of these two disparate
colurans in the table differ by 27% misleadingly implies that stack emissions will actually
increase by that amount. ' :

Secondly, whether or not there is & small futare increase in actual stack emission rates is
irrelevant. The BCC incorrectly assert that the NAAQS Control Measures should be
designed to reduce point source emissions, when in fact the reduction of point source
emissions is not the goal of the proposed project. Exide’s proposed NAAQS Control
Measures are designed to achieve the true goal, which is a reduction in ambient Pb
concentrations. This does not mean that specific source emission reductions are not
expected. As is made clear in the NAAQS Control Measures PAA, Exide will totally
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enclose existing and potential sources. of fugitive Pb dust emissions by the addition of
new building enclosure structures and the addition and reconfiguration of ventilation and
emission controls. ' The overall facility enclosure design includes several relatively large
ventilation systems for the purpose of maintaining the enclosures that bouse facility
operations under negafive pressure conditions at all times. Even with the planned
emission controls on these new ventilation systems, those exhausts will, of course, have
some level of Pb emissions. However, the proposed NAAQS Control Measures resulf in
any such emissions being exhausted from elevated point source stacks with better
dispersion and less ambient impact, as demonstrated in the AQMR for Pb SIP Aftainment
Demonstration. Thus, as designed, the proposed NAAQS Control Measures will provide
for a definite improvement in the ambient Pb concentrations around the facility regardless
of how the individual stacks involved compare; and this is the clear goal of the entire
effort.

Tt is not at all “beyond curious” to conclude that the proposed NAAQS Control Measures
will result in a substantial decrease in ambient impacts. Instead, such an outcome is
exactly what would be expected. Exide has submitted comprehensive dispersion
modeling which demonstrates that the impacts from these sources, at their future
proposed allowable emission rates, achieve compliance with the 2008 Pb NAAQS. The
resalts of that modeling are not a surprise and in no way “defy common sense,” since the
NAAQS Control Measures proposed by Exide are consistent with the final amendments
to the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) from
Secondary Pb Smelting issued by U.S. EPA at 77 Fed. Reg. 556 (January 5, 2012). U.S.
EPA issued these amendments to 40 CFR 63 Subpart X following a recent risk and
technology review of secondary Pb smelting sources. In issuing these rule amendments
" {J.S. EPA concluded that full enclosure of operations within buildings with air inflow
vented to control devices, along with implementation of comprehensive work practices, 18
the current Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) to address risks due to
~ Pb emissions from sources such as Exide’s lead recycling facilities. U.S. EPA concluded

that confrol measures consistent with the Subpart X amendments will result in
improvements in ambient Pb concentrations and, specifically stated that « . this rule
should result in areas attaining the lead NAAQS where the secondary Jead smelting
source dominates the areas’ ambient lead concentrations...” (77 Fed. Reg. 577, January
5, 2012). Exide could not agree mote, as evidenced by the NAAQS Control Measures

that Exide has proposed.

There is, therefore, no reason why Exide must commit to lowering point source emissions
as the BCC assert. The BCC demand in this regard has no basis in the relevant
regulations and no foundation analytically. One camnot accomplish the enbanced
collection of fugitive emissions (which the BCC state they support) without adding stack
sources associated with the ventilation and control systems accomplishing the MACT.
The AQMR for Pb SIP Attainment Demonstration submitted by Exide demonstrates that
emissions from these stacks will not result in ambient impacts above the 2008 Pb
NAAQS. It is therefore absolutely nof «difficult to imagine how the NAAQS will be
attained” in this instance, though imagination is not required or appropriate here. Bxide
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prefers to instead rely on technical analysis, and urges PADEP to do the same in
promptly issuing the requested Plan Approval. '

The comments also focus on the main smelter stack which is, again, irrelevant. The
BCC point out that the main smelter stack represents “nearly 9% of the facility point
source emissions. While this may be stating a fact, it is a fact that has no bearing on the
goal of reducing ambient Pb conoentrations. Bven if it was relevant, it is not at all out-of
line to have emissions from a single stack mathematically representing 9% of a facility’s
~ overall emissions when the facility has nine (9) stacks emiiting lead from control
devices. One ninth of the facility’s stack emissions would be 11%, so Exide’s main stack
is actually slightly less than “par” if following the BCC logic. This clearly indicates the
irelevance of the comment. - As we have pointed out above, the issue is not how much
an individual stack emits, but rather how emissions from all stacks combined impact
ambient concentrations, and that aspeet has been evaluated through dispersion modeling,
which is U.S. EPA’s and PADEP’s recognized and proper tool.

Furthermore, stacks are surely not evaluated on the basis of which ones have “the most
visible emissions.” BCC’s consultant clearly understands the principles of visible
emissions well enough to avoid this misleading statement. Exide’s main smelter stack
can have a visible white plume on occasion due to the condensation of water vapor under
certain atmospheric conditions. Actually, the condensing water vapor that forms this
plume results largely from residual moisture from wet scrubber air pollution control
devices that Exide employs to control emissions of SOz As is clearly established at 25
Pa. Code § 123.42(1), a visible plume is not relevant when the presence of uncombined
water is the only reason for the visible emissions, which is the case with the main smelter
stack at Exide. To single out the main smelter stack for attention in this Pb NAAQS
aftainment effort because it has a visible plume of harmless water vapor is simply
ludicrous.

As detailed in the Exide responses above, increases in stack emissions can be justified
and, indeed, have been justified by the dispersion modeling submitted to PADEP. In the
aggregate sense at the facility, overall stack emissions may increase due to the addition of
stacks serving critical, new ventilation systems to improve fugitive emission capture and
control, which is central to the ambient atfainment strategy. But, in general, existing
stacks will see their allowable emission rates reduced. That is, the emission rates used in
the attainment dispersion modeling for existing stack sources are less than the emission
rates that would be allowed under 40 CFR 63 Subpart X for this industry and lower than
the currently allowed emission rates in Bxide’s Title V Operating Permit (TVOP).

PAA Comment #3. DEP must address SO pollution in any action undertaken by the
Department relative to this souyce. : ‘

As stated in response to PAA Comment #1 above, there are no issues related to the new
1-hour SO, NAAQS that apply to the proposed NAAQS Control Measures and PADEP’s
issuance of a Plan Approval for their implementation.
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Cerfain emission units that are exhausted through the main smelter stack are sources of
SO, emissions which are controlled and regulated by existing provisions in Exide’s Title
V Operating Permit No. 06-05066 (TVOP). As the BCC comments acknowledge; Exide
is not proposing any modification or new controls for these emission units. As such, the
sources, controls and emissions associated with the main smelter stack are not subject {0
any action PADEP takes in response to the NAAQS Control Measures PAA, including
any requirements {o address SO, emissions, ‘

The NAAQS Control Measures PAA proposes a reconfiguration of the Refining Keftles
emission unit. The combustion of natural gas by the Refining Kettle indirect heating
burmers results in some emissions of sulfur oxides, including SO, Exide addresses these
SO, emissions in the NAAQS Control Measures PAA narrative sections 2.3.7.1 (Project
Description), 3.2.1.5 and 3.2.2.5 (Emission Inventory), 4.2.3 and 4.2.5 (Applicable
Requirements) and on page 83 of Appendix B (Process Forms). Exide expects that
PADEP will appropriately address any requirements applicable {o these SO, emissions
when issuing the Plan Approval. Exide’s review indicates that there are no applicable
requiremnents beyond the current TVOP requirements.

PAA Comment #4. Other HAPs (notably arsenic and cadmium) must be addressed in
any action undertaken by DEP; at least they must be quantified.

The BCC consultant’s comments assert that U.S. EPA has established through 40 CFR 63
Subpart X that secondary Pb smelters emit arsenic and cadmium as well as Pb and that,
for this reason, Exide must quantify these as regulated pollutants in the NAAQS Control
Measures PAA. The BCC then suggest that arsenic and cadmium emissions are the
reason why Exide does not propose to modify the main smelter control and states that,
had Exide done so, the BCC would then be asking for an estimate of dioxin/furan
emissions.

Tn discussing the risk assessment performed as part of the rulemaking that amended 40
CFR 63 Subpart X, U.S. EPA concludes that the determined risks to public health from
secondary Pb smelting emissions are primarily driven by risk from exposure to air-borne
Pb emissions, but also considers other risk metrics associated with stack emissions of
non-Pb hazardous air pollutants (HAP) such as arsenic and cadmium (77 Fed. Reg, 563,
January 5, 2012). However, U.S. EPA chose not to establish limits for arsenic in the
Subpart X regulations. Rather, U.S. EPA’s analysis for setting allowable stack emissions
concluded that, because the controls for stack emissions of arsenic are the same as those
for Pb, and because the relationship between emissions and risk and ambient air Pb
concentrations are predominately linear, an appropriate reduction in the stack Pb
concentration limit ensures acceptable risk from MACT-allowable emissions of both Pb
and arsenic (76 Fed. Reg. 29055, May 19, 2011). The same conclusions apply to all non-
Pb metal HAP, including cadmium,

All of the measures that are being proposed as part of the NAAQS Control Measures are
designed to meet the amended requirements of 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart X, and the
sources at Exide will comply with the amended requirements no later than the applicable
compliance date. Therefore, compliance with the stack Pb concentration limits in
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Subpart X provides adequate protection from risk associated with emissions of arsenic
and cadminm, ‘

The suggestion that a requircment to gnantify arsenic, cadmium and dioxin/furan
emissions is the reason why Exide has not proposed to modify the main stack cannot be
viewed as anything other than yet another attempt to mistead PADEP and the public.
The AQMR for Pb SIP Attainment Demonstration clearly demonstrates that when
Exide’s proposed NAAQS Control Measures are implemented, modifications to the main
stack are not necessary to achieve the goal. The comment does not identify any
requirement for main stack modifications as a part of this process. Exide urges PADEP fo
disregard these comments entirely and promptly issue the requested Plan Approval.

PAA Comment #5. DEP must ensure properly located lead samplers adequate fo
accurately monitor NAAQS compliance in the Laureldale area. '

Citing Berks County’s previous review of Exide’s TVOP and assertion that there is
insufficient monitoring of Pb NAAQS compliance, the BCC raise the same issue
regarding the NAAQS Control Measures PAA as a reason barring PADEP from issuing a
Plan Approval. The BCC claims that there should be additional Pb NAAQS compliance
monitors sited and operated in the vicinity of Exide and that PADEP has the authority to
require Exide to maintain these additional monitors,

The issue raised by this comment is a reflection of the BCC’s prior attempts to challenge
PADEP’s Pb NAAQS monitoring program. However, this issue has no place here, since
a Plan Approval sought by an individual source is clearly not an appropriate vehicle for
the commenter to challenge PADEP’s NAAQS monitoring program ouiside of the SIP
review process.

PADEP has previously responded to comments regarding its monitor Jocation by noting
that the monitor is at the location of the modeled maximum running three month
concentration, which is what the Pb NAAQS monitoring rules reguire. Exide agrees with
PADEP that the moniforing system established following U.S. EPA requirements and
guidance is adequate for monitoring compliance, and no additional monitoring is
necessary or required.

PAA Comment #6. DEP wmust confirm that the Exide controls will lead fo NAAQS
complinnce.

As stated in response to PAA Comment #2 above, Exide has submitted comprehensive
dispersion modeling which demonstrates that implementation of the measures proposed
in the NAAQS Control Measures PAA will achieve compliance with the 2008 Pb
NAAQS. This demonstration meets all applicable legal requirements. :

Other PAA Commnents

In addition to the six (6) PAA comments summarized above, the BCC comment letter
includes a discussion about assertions made by Berks County in its appeal of Exide’s
TVOP regarding the past installation of Polytetrafluoroethylene (PTFE) bags in dust
collectors by Exide. The BCC conclude this discussion by stating their opinion of what
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permitting requirements would apply if Exide later proposes to install PTFE bags in the
main smelter stack or if Exide has done this in the past. Again, as the BCC comments
acknowledge, Fxide is not proposing any modification or new controls for the emission
units that exhaust through the main smelter stack. Such conjecture about what might
have happened in the past, or what might happen in the future, is irrelevant to PADEP’s
consideration of the NAAQS Control Measures PAA. PADEP should disregard those
comments entirely.

BCC Consultant Comments on the AGMR for Ph SIP Attainment Demonstration,
March 5, 2012

AOMR Comment #1, Exide must use EPA procedures for establishing background
concentrations und must also use DEP samplers for this purpose. As a result of this
analysis, additional reductions will be required from fhe point sources 1o show
compliance.

Exide did, in fact, follow appropriate U.S. EPA procedures in establishing the
recomimended background concentration presented in the AQMR. Use of the wind speed
“filters” is a technically appropriate means of preventing the inclusion of source impacts
during “calms” in the calculation of background. It is widely recognized that some of the
highest ambient impacts near sources occur during periods of essentially caim winds.
Application of minimum wind speed cutoff “filters” in the data analysis ensures that the
data considered to represent background conditions do not include calm periods where
significant source impacts could be occurring. The very fact that application of these
filters makes a substantial difference in the calculations is support for the need to screen
the data in this fashion. The only reason for different results to be obtained between data
sets (filtered and unfiltered) would be that the unfiltered data are being influenced by
source impacts during calm and low wind periods.

Technical support for consideration of this phenomenon is, in fact, contained in 40 CFR
51, Appendix W, which does not contain a specific prescribed methodology for
processing monitored data, but rather the requirement is to “Determine the mean
background concentration at each monitor by excluding values when the source in
question is impacting the monitor.”

In the simplest terms, source impacts on the Pb monitors may occur under following
meteorological conditions:

1. During winds when the monitor is downwind relative to the source; and

2. During calim and low winds associated with stagnant and recirculation conditions.

Calm and low wind conditions are characterized by frequent variations in wind direction
leading to dispersion of pollutants in various directions, not necessatily associated with
the average wind direction recorded as part of meteorology. In addition, transport
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mechanisms such as diffusion that disperse contaminants in directions other than the
downwind direction increase in importance during calm / Jow wind conditions. In other
words, a simple sector analysis of the resulting average wind directions derived during
these conditions are not necessarily representative of the predominant direction of
contaminant transport in that period, and therefore do not necessarily remove values
where the source in question is impacting the monitor,

As described in the AQMR, there is a specific technical reason for not including the
PADEP samplers in the background analysis. Unlike Exide’s monitors, PADEP’s
monitors are not employing “sample savers” as recommended by the U.S. EPA to prevent
collection of setfled dust on filters outside of the designated 24-hour sampling period.
Again, the difference in the monitored values collected from BExide’s and PADEP’s
monitors that are collocated demonstrates that this phenomenon is important and manifest
in this situation. The absence of sample savers on the PADEP monifors is clearly
introducing 2 bias which should preclude their use in the background value calculation,

The comment also presents data from other historical Pb monitors in the state. Appendix
W states that “If there are no monitors located in the vicinity of the source, a “‘regional
site”® may be used to determine background” suggesting that the appropriate method for
this specific case would be the use of local monitoring data with the impacts from the
source tremoved as completed for the AQMR. However, rather than impeaching Exide’s
background caleulation, we believe the data from historical regional monitors support the
background conclusion presented in the AQMR. In researching the data handling
conventions used by PADEP in reporting data in Air Quality Monitoring Reports, Exide
came to understand that PADEP Pb monitor analyses have historically been subject to a
level of detection of 0.03 ug/m3 and that any daily sample results lower than that level
have been reported at the 0.03 ug/m® level of detection. Accordingly, it is not surprising
that the BCC’s background assertions using these historical data are in the 0.03 to 0.04
ug/m® range. If one were to take the historical data and, using a commonly accepted
approach for analyzing data below detection limits, adjust the recorded non-detect daily
values to % the detection limit, for example, we would expect that the resuit would be
very near the 0.0244 ug/m® background value computed by Exide.

AOMR Conmment #2. FExide rust provide a justifinble level of lead control from
roadways. Choosing a control that meets the NAAQS is not sufficient justification.
Again, a properly justified control level will likely require commensurate reductions in
POINt source emissions.

The projected degree of improvement for emissions from re-entratument of Pb-bearing
dust from traffic on in-plant traffic paths of 90% over current conditions is a reasonable
“expectation given the degree of enclosure central to the proposed NAAQS Control
Measures. The data from Exide’s Vernon, California, facility cited in the AQMR
indicate, as noted by the commenter 85% less Pb in silt than observed at Exide’s
Reading, Pennsylvania, facility. Yet, this is but one factor in the estimation of emissions
due to traffic on these roadways. The NAAQS Control Measures, through both improved
enclosure (reducing airborne fugitive dust emissions from process areas which might
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subsequently fallout on roadways) and added facilities to reduce the potential for tracking
dust by wheeled vehicles exiting the enclosures, will have the effect of not only reducing
the Pb content in the roadway silt (accounting for 85% improvement alone), but also
reducing the amount of silt itself. It is not unreasonable, therefore, to expect an overall
'90% jmprovement in the amount of Pb on the roadways (dependant on both the amount
of silt AND the Pb content of the silt) and, hence, the emission rates of Pb caused by re-
entrainment of that dust by traffic.

AOMR Comment #3. Exide must provide some assurance that their model accurately
predicts ambient concentrations. Thep need to calibrate the model fo actual measured
values and explain major discrepancies between the two. The current model is
worthless in this regard,

The BCC consultant presents a number of charts comparing predicted modeled values in
the baseline case with prior ambient monitor values. In summary after all those
_comparisons, the comment concludes that the baseline model “significantly underpredicis
west of the plant, somewhat under-predicts to the east of the plant, and now we see, likely
over-predicts to the south of the plant.” These conclusions cannot be drawn from the data
provided.

It is recognized by U.S. BPA through the work done in the recent amendments to 40 CER
63 Subpart X for this industry that fugitive emissions are a strong contributor fo ambient
concentrations near these facilities. Fugitive emissions are, however, very difficuli fo
estimate and incorporate reliably in modeling. The concept behind the NAAQS Control
Measures is to remove the potential for process fugitive emissions from this facility by
placing the processes in negative pressure total enclosures. The focus has been to
‘eliminate these process fogitives in the fufure and direct these emissions to control
devices discharging through stacks. The future aftainment modeling presented in the
AOQMR includes existing stack emission sources which would be expected to have the
most reliable performance in the dispersion model with emission rates based upon source
testing; new sources which discharge the ventilation air used to collect process fugitives,
with emission rates based upon the performance of the control technology; and roadway
fugitive sources. The absence of strict “calibration” of the baseline case does not in any
way invalidate this future attainment demonstration.

AOMR Comment #4. Based on this report, it is clear ﬂzm‘ the emissions and conirols
proposed by Exide in the plan approval application will not result in lead atfainment.
Exide has proposed contingency measures in cuse aftainment is not achieved afier full
implementation of the plan approval. DEP should require Exide to evaluafe the
effectiveness of the additional measures and order them fo be implemented as part of
the arieinment plan so as fo avoid even more years of lead non-attainment,

The conclusion drawn in this comment is wrong. To the contrary, the emissions and
controls proposed by Exide will result in attainment of the 2008 Pb NAAQS. This is
supported both by Exide’s AQMR and the above-cited opinion of U.S. EPA that
implementation of the amendments to 40 CFR 63 Subpart X is expected to result in
NAAQS attainment. Pursuant to Section 172(0)(9) of the CAA PADEP must include
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Page 11 of 12

proposed contingency measures in its SIP submittal to U.S. EPA. Contingency measures
are defined as measures that are fo be implemented if the primary proposed control
measures fail to aftain the NAAQS by the applicable attainment date, or fail fo maintain
reasonable further progress (REP) toward attainment. PADEP requested that Exide
include such proposed contingency measures in Exide’s submittal of the NAAQS Control
Measures PAA. Exide is confident that the primary proposed NAAQS Control Measures
will achieve attainment of the 2008 Pb NAAQS and that implementation of contingency
measures will not need to be considered. Nevertheless, in the spirit of cooperation with
PADEP in development of the SIP submittal, Exide included proposed contingency
measures in the NAAQS Control Measures PAA submittal,

AQOMR Comment #5. Exide must properly model all ambient air and must not exclude
-Yuasa property without ensuring federally enforceable controls are in place fo restrict
access to this property.

Exide anticipates that PADEP would require some form of federally enforceable access
controls to exclude the Yuasa property from consideration as “ambient air.” The BCC’s
comment, however, implies that the only means to provide such access control would be
installation and maintenance of a fence. Other forms of access control such as
surveillance and monitoring can be considered sufficiently federally enforceable. No
legal requirement prevents the incorporation of the reasonable assumptions in the
AQMR. The comments seek to impose the complete responsibility for attainment on a
single source without consideration of alterpatives that share reductions among existing
sources,

AQMR Comment #6. And we must stress again that the only way DEP can adequately
assess future compliance with the lead NAAQS is with a greatly enlianced moniforing
effort in the neighborhood of the facility. Samplers should be established af predicted
maximum points of impact as well as points of maximum fugitive irmpact in the event of
Juilure of the fugitive emission controls. As noted above, the Exide model may not be
adequate to determine the points of maximum impaci. A short-term intensive
monitoring effort mnay be required fo do that.

Please see Exide’s response to PAA Comment #5 above.

Exidé appreciates the opportunity to provide these responses to comments received by
PADEP. If you have any questions please feel free to contact me by telephone at (610) .
921-4170, or by email at robin.daub@na.exide.com.

Sincerely,
ide Technologies

S

Robin S. Daub

ED_013208_00001212-00049



- Exide Technologies Reading, PA
Response to Comments
March 30, 2012
Page 12 0f 12

EHS Manager

Copy: Ms. Arleen Shulman, PADEP
Mzr. Fred Ganster — Exide _
Mr. Robert Collings — Schnader Harrison
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Hanlon, Thomas

From: : -7 DAUB, Robin {Reading) <robin.daub@na.exide.cefw

Sent: . . Thursday, March 29, 2012 4:21 PM

To: Hanlon, Thomas

Ce: MiLLER, James (Reading); Collings, Robert

Subject: FW, Bxide :

Tom, -

We seem to be playing phone tag. See the responses to your questions below;

1. What pollutants are you PSD major for?

Since the Exide Reading Facility is in a source category listed in 40 CFR 52.21{b)(1){i}{a) and has a potential to
emit sulfur dioxide (SO,) at a rate greater than 100 tons per year, the facility is considered a major Prevention
of Significant Deterioration {PSD) source for SO,. However, as described in Section 4.1.1.1 of the application
narrative, the proposed NAAQS Control Measures Project does not result in an emissions increase of any PSD
pollutant above the applicable thresholds and therefore the project does not trigger PSD reguirements,

2. forthe baghouses that are remaining from the current configuration, what is the difference is air flow from
“currently to proposed? h

Exide has not proposed any changes that will result in an increase or decrease in the air flows from the
baghouses remaining from the existing configuration.

3. Are HEPA filters being installed on the refinery baghouse?

The proposed NAAQS Control Measures Project does not include retrofitting the refinery baghouse Witﬁ
secondary HEPA filtration. PTFE membrane bags were instafled in November. '

Regards, Robin

Robin S. Daub

EHS Manager

Exide Technologies

Reading Recycling

Spring Valiey Road & Nolan Ave.
P.O. Box 14294

Reading, PA 19612

phone: 810-821-4170

cell: 484-358-7025

WARNING: This communication contains confidentiat information. Itis untawful for unauthorized persons to review, copy, disclose, or disseminate confidential
information. If the reader of this warning is not the inlended recipient, you are hereby notified that you hava received ihis message in error and reguested to delete

and or destroy this copy - T
immediaely, cmeesm" T B s N NI

From: Hanlon, Thomas [mailto:thanlon@pa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2012 8:26 AM

To: DAUB, Robin (Reading) -

Subject: RE: Exide RFD
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Hi Robin,
J was in tﬁé Reading Distriﬁt Ofﬁce‘al!' day yesté‘rday and have a ‘erai‘ning‘course today.
will you be in tomorrow ‘morn‘ing? If so i will give you a call then,
Two questions | do have for you:
4, What pollutants are you PSD méjor for? .

5. For the baghouses that are remaining from the current configuration, what is the difference is air flow from

currently to proposed?
Thanks,

Tom

" This message (including any attachments) may contain protected information and is intended only for the individuai(s)
named. If you are not a named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mall. If you have received
this e-mail in error, please notify sender by e-mail and delete this e-mail. : :

This message (including any attachmenis) may contain protected information and is intended only for the individual(s)
named. If you are not a named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. If you have received
this e-mail in error, please notify sender by e-mail and delete this e-mail ’

This message (including any attachments) may contain protected information and is intended only for the individual(s)
named. If you are not a named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. If you have received
this e-mail in error, pleass notify sender by e-mail and delete this e-maik.
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) PA Dept. of Environmental Protectlon ,
©71 909 Elmerton Avenue T
o Hamsburg, PA 17110 8200

0 February2,2012

| Mr Wllham Weaver -
~ " Air Quality Program Manager

: :;‘Re Emde Technologles J anuary 2{312 Plan Approval Apphcatwn |
:,Dear Mr. Weaver: -

On behai.f. of the Berks Coiinty Commsrs:bners we have tevlze‘x#eér .the plén apprbva'i

. Osman Environmental Solutions, LLC

éppllxcatxon submiited to the DEP by Exide Technologies (Emde) in January 2012, enutled‘ ‘ fl
“National- Arnbient Air Quality Standards Control Measures Plan Approval Apphcatwn” The = =

County fully supports all the measures proposed in the plan approval application and encourages
‘Exide to take whatever measures are necessary to bring the Laureidale area inio full compliance -
with all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as rapidly as possible. However, the -
~ plan approvak mechanism is not an accep’[ab e approach to solving the air pollution bemg caused
by this facxhty and some of the assurptions Exzde makes in its apphcaﬂon appear f0 com‘lmt
with other pubhcaﬂy ~available data : . '

. As a matter of reculatmn DEP may not grant a plan approval fo a ‘facﬂzty causing air | -
- pollution {25 Pa. Code §127.13b(a)(1)) and the Department has already determined that Exide is "
¢ausing lead air pollution. Additionally, the County has provided modeling data to the DEP

showing that the current Exide operating permit does not prevent Exide from causing sulfur

| dioxide air pol}uhon (See Berks County Expert Repons to EHB, Case No 2010- 166}

‘ The prohlbltmn against issuing a plan approval to a famhty causing air poiluuon also has

a practical component. A plan approval is an authorization to allow a source fo construct or

modify an air poilutton source, rather than a requlrement 1o do so, What is reqmred in-a sitvation . .

where a source is corrently causing a NAAQS violation is an order to correct the probkem under

stringent time frames and stipulated penalties for failure to meet deadlines. This is, of course,
- how DEP handled Exide’s violation of the pxewous lead NAAQS in the SIP approved in 1983,
' 'Addmonaﬂy, in a plan approvai apphcatmn DEP can only approve or dxsapprove a suggested
control method under an order DEP rnay dlctate what oomrols are needed

To that issue, a comparzson of the pomt source’ emiissions ﬁom DEP’s model of the Exide

. plant, conducted in comunctton Wl‘{h the source grienied monitor location effort, and the point

4708 Rock Ledge Drive, Harrisburg PA o

source emissions in Exide’s receﬂtiy subrmtted NAAQS demonstration médel Traises: several
- guestions. The reconfiguration of many of the sources™ control devices makes comparisons a bit
: comphcated bu’s the tab]e ‘oelow groups the sources to compare these two sets of numbers

" Telephone: 773343610 Fax: naisoasd
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" Comparison of Previously Tésfted' Stacks to Exide’s Attaiment Model

Process

Old " Emissions

New

‘ - Emissions  Change
.. Stack Stack e
= EE ;',i:_,;mg/S‘eq _ :m§f$§C":"-'::" % S
Smefter -~ . s5g 127 ‘ SSS . ,296%‘-‘ ;
Smelter Vent 1 509 11.8
‘Smelter Vent 2 519 1.03 - 7
Total 1293 S62 TAGT - 42%
Battery Shredding .~ 513 0399  122%
Smelter Bldg Vent s28 eel . o
Raw Material Storage 522 2312 S64 19.722 ~ General Vent, East
o S58 . 058 - 863 19.138 * Genera} Vent, West

Refining Kettles 547 143 547 1.758 Refining Kettles .
Totals 25.74 40618 58% -
Raw Material Storage CS23A . ¢ 209 S23A 1038 -50%
Slag Crushing 0846 o 159 _
Slag Cooling and TEETSRG s (B8 s
Storage g , R :
Total 247 S19 1871 -24%
Properzi Casting. 570 004 570" 0159 298%

24.72 5658 27%

Total Point Emissions

As a first point of interest, the iotal point source emissions after the enhanced controls -

planned by Exide exceed previously demonstrated emissions by 27%.

One would think that

even Wwith enhanced collection efficiencies, the system should be des1gned to reduce point source
emissions. And wiu]e it is admlttedly simplistic to equate higher point source emissions in
ageregate 1o higher ambient impacts without accounting for the stack characteristics of the
uﬁwlduai stacks involved, it is. beyond curious that an increase of total emissions of 27% would
result in a decrease of ambient mnpact of aver 63%, the difference between the DEP design value
{based on actual sampled data af a 1ocat10n which iS clearly not the maximum impact area) and
the predicted Exide value of 0.14 pg/M at the ma:ﬂmum 1mpact area. :
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- Mr. Weaver

Re: Exade Plan Approval Application
February 21,2012

Page 3of6

These results defy cotnrmon sense and DEP suust closely Teview the modeling data to

confirm that the projected emissions will, in fact, lead to NAAQS attainment. Berks County
.supports the enhanced collection of fugitive emissions but can not support a consequence of
increasing the stack emissions from the Exide facility above those that actually occurred pnor fo
the upgraded emissiont control system. Exide must commit to lowering pomt source emissions
from"those that have been demonstrated in past stack tests; otherwise, it is dlfﬁcult fo imagine
how the NAAQS wil] be attained.

Even more curious is the data for the main smelter stack. Exide is not proposing any
additienal controfs on this source, even though it represents nearly 9% of the-facility point source
emissions after the controls are installed. This stack has the most visible emissions and due to
the stack height and plume rise, it is hikely the point source with the greatest potential to deposit
lead emissions thé greatest distance from the plant. Of even greéater concern, the efissions
modeled by Exide for the mdin smélters are nearly three times the émissions modeled by DEP in
their monitor location modeling. This is a perfect example of why DEP should issue an order to
this facility rather than relying on a plan approval application. DEP could order that the main
stack baghouse control efficiency be increased to reduce the main smelter stack lead emissions.

There are other souices and groups of sources shown in the above table that also predict
increased emissions over those previously demonstrated. The Department must determine the
reasons for these increased lead emissions in a designated non-attainment aréa, whether they can
be justified, and whether they will result in atiainment in the area. The potential emissions listed
for all sources in the modeling report give this facility a lead PTE of nearly 2 tons per year, an_
increase of 0.41 tons above the potential based on recent stack tests. It is difficult to imagine
how increases in point source lead emissions will lead to an attainment demonstration in this
area. Additionally, in any order issued, DEP must impose significant and substantial ongoing
penaltzes to prevent Emde from only gradually moving toward attammeént rather than achieving it
in the short term. .

There are also components of the plan approval application that are incomplete. Plan
approval applications must show the potential to emit for all regulated air pollutants. EPA has
established, through the 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart X rulemakings, that secondary lead simelters
emit arsenic and cadmium as well as lead. Since these are regulated HAPs, Exidé must estimate

“their emissions from each of the stacks in the plan approval application. As the Department is

aware, there are significant soil contaminafion issues for both lead and arsenic in the
neighborhoods surrounding the plant. And could this be the reason why Bxide, against all logic,
does not propose to modify the main smelier control? Had they done so, the Cournty would then
legitimately be asking for an estimate of dioxin/furan emissions from that source, along with
arseni¢ and cadmium. '

As mentioned above, the County has presented data to the Departiment in the Title V

permit appeal demonstrating that the Title V permit dogs not protect the 1 hour 50; NAAQS.
DEP has the authority, under 25 Pa. Code §127.12(a)(6), to request that an applicant demonstrate
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.- Mr. Weaver

Re: Emde Plan Approval Application
February 21, 2012

~ Page 4_ of 6

that NAAQS are protected, and under the circumstances in this case, the responsibility to do so.
If the emission limits proposed by the app[icant do not protect the 1 hour SO; NAAQS, a plan
approval may not be issued (25 Pa. Code §127.13b(a)(1)). In this case; a Depariment order
wouid be necessary to ensure timely compliance with both the lead and the 1 hour SO; NAAQS,
The County urges DEP to issue such an order fo protect air quality in the Laureldale area

In the County’s review of the Title V permit, we assert that there was insufficient
monitoting of lead NAAQS ¢ompliance and that the DEP-located monitors are inappropriately
sited (See Expert Reports referenced above). We again raise this objection relative to this plan
approval application. 25 Pa. Code §127.13b{a)(2) requires that DEP deny a plan approval
application if sufficient provision is not made for demonstrating compliance. Since the purpose
of the plan approval apphcatlon is' to demonstrate compliance with the NAAQS sufficient
provision-must be included in a plan approval (or order) to do so. At a minimum, in addition to
the existing DEP monitors, a monitor must be maintained at the previous St. Mike’s 1 location in
order to show that the fugitive controls are working, a new monitor must be installed to monitor
a high impact area predicted by Exide’s newly submitted modeling report (assuming DEP
coneurs in the impact area assessment), and one or more fenceline monitors must be installed at
areas of predicted maximum fugitive emissions or emissions resuiting from equipment
malfunctions.. These additional source-oriented monitors must operate at minimum on a 3-day’
sampling cycle, to preclude short-term operational aberrations from providing false results and to
prevent manipulation of results. Ideally, DEP should. site and operate these samplers, but if
resource constraints prevent the agency from doing so, DEP clearly has the authority fo require
Exide to maintain additional monitors under the above referenced regulation. And again, DEP
has previously demonstrated. this authority in the 1982 Lead SIP submittal, among other
examples, '

_ In the Title V permit appeal, the Counfy also asserts that Exide improperly installed -
PTFE bags in at least one source without a plan approval. (See Expert Rebuttal Report of Fred P:
Osman in above referenced EHB Case.) Exide confirms in this application that the company, in
fact, did install PTFE in Baghouse C19 without a plan approval but had received a Determination
from the DEP that a plan approval was not required. If the Department did make such a
determination, it was improper fo do so. Replacement of traditional bags with PTFE bags’
represents such a drastic change in collection efficiency that a plan approval is required. (See
Expert Rebuttal Report of Fred P. Osman in above referenced EHB Case.} The written DEP
~policy setting forth the types of sources and modifications of sources that are exempt from plan
approval requirements includes an air cleaning device that is not installed to comply with
regulatory requirements. Since these bags were installed by Exide as part of the plan to meet the
lead NAAQS, they were installed fo meet regulatory requirements and do not quahfy for the plan
approval exemption. Furthermore, the DEP policy staff has even proposed to eliminate this
exemption going forward, indicating that DEP daes not intend to allow any control devices 1o be
installed in the future mthcut DEP review.
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. - Mr. Weaver .
Re: Emde Plan Approval Application
February 21, 2012
Page 5 of 6

In the alternative, the DEP may have exempted this installation under a de minimus
exemption. “If that was the rationale, it cannot be supported. in recognition of the air cleaning
device exemption referenced above, The air cleaning device installed for a- regulatory
requirement must be read 1o trump the <de¢ minimis exemption, or clse it is a redundant
requirernent. In almost every case, an air cleaning device results in emission decreases so there
would be no need to specify this as a séparate exemption and there would be no sense in carving |
out the regulatory requirement as a determinative factor. In the case where & control device, a
flare for example would lead to increases of another pollutant(s) (NOx and CO in the flare
example), DEP would not exempt a non de minimis increase without a plan approval even if the
air cleaning device were installed for a non-regulatory purpose. So again, the determinative
facior is whether or not the air cleaning device was installed for a regulatory purpose. In this
case, it was, and was therefore not eligible for the plan approval cxemption. A table of all the -
possible conditions may be instructive.

Installation of an Air Cleaning Device
(Exemption List Effective July 26, 2003)

De minimis Status Installed for Regulatory Req, [ Installed wio Repulatory Req.
De minimis _Plan Approval RiD
Greater than de minimis : Plan Approval Plan Approval

Note that in the above table, if the de minimis status was governing, the distinction
between air cleaning devices installed for regulatory reasons and those not so installed would be
lost.  This isan important point in that if Exide later proposes to install PTFE bags in the main
smelter stack, or if they have done so previously without plan approval, they also 'need or will
need to apply for a plan approval to do so. And in so doing they will need to estimate all
regulated pollutants emitted from this stack and they wzll need to conduct a PSD applicability
determination on that source.

On behalf of the County, we offer the following specific objections to and comments on
the subject plan approval application:

1. Because of known lead pollufion and predicted SO, pollution, DEP may not issue a pian
approval for this source; an order is required.

2. The point source lead emissions from all sources combined must be reduced from those
previously emitted by the source.

3. DEP must address SO, pollution in any action undertaken by the Department relative to
this source,

4. Other HAPs (notably arsenic and cadmium) must be addressed in any action undertaken
by the DEP; at least they must be quantified.

5. DEP must ensure properly located lead samplers adequate to accurately monitor NAAQS
compliance in the Laureldale area.

6. DEP must confirm that the Exide controls will lead to NAAQS compliance.
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Mr‘ Weaver

February 21, ‘203125:;
i Page 6 Of6

T ﬁf': Thank you for the opportumty to comment on the plan appmvai apphcanon The County o
WIH 4lso prowde addmonal comments of, the modehng report by March s, “While we are;still .

evaluatmg this report we capt tell you at thls juncture hat we! have serious concerns with Exzde s
attempts ’[0 determme backvroumi concen’{ratxons. A more detatled analys;s w111 follow

* Fred P. Osman, P.B; BCEE.

cc: A Ch.tamtnm counsel for Berks County L e
CommxssmnersM Scoﬁ: C. Lembaugb K. Bamhardt R
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\EETRER

Gomment and Response Dosument
Regarding 2/21/12 Letter from Osman Environmental Solutlons, LLG on hehalf of the County of Berks
regarding Plan Approval Application No. 06-05066 for Exide Technologies

W i b ;

Response

The County fully supports all :.a measures proposed In the plan approval appilcalion and encourages Exide to take
whatever measures are necessary to bring the Laureldals area Into full compliance with all Natlonal Amblent Alr Guallty

1 1} Standards. (NAAQS) as rapldly as possible, DEP conecurs with this commant.
The federal EPA has delermined that the area surrounding the Exide facillty Is In nonattainmant of the the
Nallonal Amblent Alr Quality Standards for Lead. Exide s a lead emitting source In the nenaltainment area,
Naverthelass, Exide Is not known to be In ongolng violation of any lead emlsslons realriciions for any particuler
sourea, DEP |s currently developlng a State Implementation Plan 1o addrass the lead nonattalament issue in
. the area surrcunding the Exide faclity, DEP expects that the plan approval application that s the sublect of
the plan approval mechanlsm la not an accaplable approach to aclving the alr noliutlon Delng caused by this facility, .. [thls Comment and Response document wlll, If [ssued, become a compenent of the the eventual SIP.
As a matter of regulation, DEP may not grant a plan approval to a facllity causing alr poliution (25 Pa. Code Furthermore, Exide could not legally make some of the Improvements expected to be neaded for the SIP
2 1§127.130(a){1}),. without flrst obtalning a plan approval.
This statement Is non-specific, and the concept it advancas will be addressed where specific items are ralsad
3 1]Some of the assumptions Exlde makes In lts application appear to sonflict with other publically-avallable data, by tha commenter, halow,
4 1 The Deparment has alrandy delermined that Exide Is causing lead alr pollutien. See the response to Commaent 2.
) Third party modeling reauils nolwithslanding, DEP Ta bound by law to fallow lha procasses lald oul In the
federal regulallons for ldentifying and addressing nonatlalnment areas. A nonaitalnment area has not yet been
The County has provided modellng data to the DEP showing that the current Exide operating permit doea not prevent | designated In the area surrounding Exide for $02. If end when such designation ls made, cerlaln federal
5 1| Exide from sausging sulfur dioxide air poliution. (See Berks County Expert Raports o EHE, Case No. 2010-1868). requirements will be triggered to address the Tinglng of nanatialnmant,
The prohlbitien agalnst lssulng a plan approvel to a facllity causing alr pollutlon &lso has a practical compenent. A plan
approval Is an aulhorization to allow a source to construct of modlfy an alr pollution source, rather than & requirement to
do 26, What Is required In a situation where 8 source Is surrently ceusing a NAADS vistatlon 18 an order to correst the X
: problem undar airingent time frames and stipulated penalllss for fallure to mest deadlines. This is, of course, how DEP
8 1] handiad Sxide’s violatlon of the previous lsad NAAQS In the S1P approved In 1883, See the response to Commant 2, -
. DEP ecknowledges that eddilional control measures may be needed for the 8P, beyond hose propessd by
Exide In the plan spproval applicatlen, Whether this s true will become clearsr onoce DEP compleles review of
A Exide's nonatialnmant modellng. DEP does not belleve or represent that the measures proposed in the plan
. approval will automatically be sufficlent 1o achieve an altainement demonstration. Nevertheless the plan |
In & plan approval application, DEP can only approve or disapprove a suggested control method: under an order DEP  |approval, If appraved, would allow Exlde to expeditiously move ashead wilh key 1asks related o achieving
7 1imay dictate what controls are needsd, allainment.
A coraparison of the polnt source amissions from DEP's model of the Exide plant, conducted In conjunction with the
source orlented monitor location effert, and the point source emisslons In Exide’s recently submilted NAAGS
demonalration madel ralses several questions. The reconfiguration of many of the sources’ control devices makes
comparlsons & bit complicated, but the table below groups the sources o compara these two sets of numbaers [refer to
8 1] cemment latter table titied "Comparison of Previously Tested Stacka to Exide’s Attalnment Model™), Ses the respense to Commaents 8 and 10, -
The loial point source erlsslons after the enhancead controls planned by Exlde excesd praviously demonstrated The lead emisslon rales used by Exlda in the Alr Quality Disperslon Modeling Report are based on maximum
emisslons by 27%. One would think that even with enhanced collsction efficlenclas, the system should be designed to  jallowable emislson rales, so the comparlson used In the Table compares aclual emission rates and maximum
9 2{reduce point source amisslons. ailpwable emissicn rates.
While It s aamittedly simplisiic (o equate higher poln! source emiaslons In aggregale to highar amblant Impacts without
accountlng for the stack charactaristics of the Individual slacks involved, it is heyond curlous that an lncrease of total
amlssians of 27% would result In a decrease of amblent Impact of over 83%, the difference between the DEP deslgn The alr Quallty Disperslon Modeling Repert, which Includes the 0.14 ug/M3 value I3 a separate dosumant from
valus (based on actual samplad data at a location which Is clearly not the maximum Impact area) and the' predicted the plan approval application and 13 being reviewed by the DEP modellng sectlon. The DEP modeling saction
10 2| Exide valug of 0,14 ug/M® at the meaximum Impect area, ) will evaluate that document to determing If the concluslons reached by Exlde are acceptable,
These rasults defy comman sense and DEP must closely review the modeling data to confirm that the projacted
11 3jemissions will, In fact, Jead to NAAQS attalnment. Sea lhe response to Comments 7 and 10
. . The proposed plan approval Includes designs to totally enclose suspected sources of fugliive lead emissions,
Berks Counly supports the enhanced collection of fugltive emiaslons bul can not supporl 8 congaquence of Increasing | Capturing additional fugillve emisslons and directing them 10 a control device has the potentlel to slightly
the stack emlsslons from the Sxide faclity above those that actually occurred prior ta the upgraded emission control Increasa emisslons from the control device, Neverihelsss, projected actuzl emislons of lead gre expecied ta
12 3|systen. : decresse comparad to the baseline actual emissions from the stacks.
: Exide must commit to lowaring point source emissiens from those thal have been demaonstrated In past stack lests;
13 3iotherwiae, 1t Is diffleult to Imaglne how the NAAQS will be attained, See the responsgss to Comments 10 and 12
Even mare curious is the data for the maln smalter stack. Exide 13 nol proposing any additlenal controls on this source,
14 3leven though It represents neacly 8% of the faclllty point source ermlasions after the controls are Installed. Sas the responses to Comments 7 and 9
This stack has the most visible emisslons and due to the stack helght and plume rise, It Is likely the point source with
15 3lthe greatest potential to deposlt lead emissions the preatest distance from the plant. See the rasponses to Comments 7 and 10
The emissions modeled by Exide for the main smellers are naarly thres timas the emissions modeled by DEP In thalr .
18 3{monllor location modaling. Sea the responsas (o Comments 7 and 10

Page1of3
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Comment and Response Document
Regarding 2/21/12 Letter from Osman Environmental Solutions, LLC on behalf of the County of Berks
regarding Plan Approval Application No. 08-050686! for Exide Tachnologies

Commen Bas s

Responsa

Thia ls & perfect sxample of 53_ me should ssue an order lo This facllity rather than relylng on & plan approval
application. DEP could order that the maln stack baghouse control efficlency be Increasad to reduce the maln smelter

17 3lstack lead emissions, See the responas to Comment 7
Thera are other sources and groups of sources shown in the above table that also predict Increased emlssiona over
thass previously demenstrated. The Department must determine the reasons for these Increased lead emisslons n e
18 . 3|deslgnated non-atlalnment area, whether they can be |ustiiled, and whether lhey wiil result in attalnment In the ares. See the responsa to Cemment €
The poteniial emlissions sted for all sources in the modellng report give this facllity & lead PTE of nearly 2 lons per
year, an Increasa of 0.41 tons above the potentlal based on recent stack tests. it is difficult to Imaglne how Increases In -
18 3|polnt source lead emisslons will lead to an attalnment demonstration In this arega, See the response lo Comments § and 10,
In any ordsr Issued, DEP mus! Impose significant and substantlal ongolng penallies 1o prevent Exide from only gradually | See the reaponse lo Comment 7. If DEP delermines {hal an Order Is nesded, DEP will delermina any
20 3imoving toward sttainment rather than achlaving it In the short term. approprate engoing penalties at that Ume.
There are slso comnponents of the plan approval application that are incomplete. Plan approval applications must show
the potentlal ta emit for all regulated alr pollutants. EPA has established, through lhe 40 CFR Pad 83, Subpant X Exide hes provided baseline actual emissions and projecled actual emisions for arsenle and cadmlum for
rulemakings, that secondary lead smelters emit arsenlc and cadmlum a3 well as lead. Slnce these are regulated HAPs, |aach of the sources In the pian approval muEnm:o? These are listed In the PSD/NNSR muvwnmv y tables in
21 3| Exide must estimate thelr emiasions from sach of the stacks In the plan approval application. the revlew mamo.
As the Department ls aware, there are signficant soll contaminallon lssues for both lead and arsenle In the
nelghborhoods surrounding the plant. And could this be the reason why Exdde, against all logle, does not propose {o -
madify the maln smelter conlrol? Had they dane 30, the County would then legitimately be asking for an satimate of
22 3 diexn/furan emlsalonsg from ihat source, along with arsenic and cadmium. See the response lo Comment 7.
As meanlloned above, the Counly has presenled data to the Department in the Title V permit appeal nto:m:.mzpa that
23 3lthe Title V permit does not protect the 1 hour S02 NAAQS. See the rosponse to Comment 5.
" |DEP has the aulherity, under 25 Pa. Code §127.12(a){8). to request thal an applicant demonsirale that NAAQS are
24 3-4|protected, and under the circumstances In this cage, tha responsibliity to do so, See tha response o Comment 5,
If the emisslon limlts proposed by the applicant do not protect the 1 hour S02 NAAQS, a plan approval Bm< not ba
issued {26 Pa. Code §127.13b(a)(1)). In this case, a Department order would be necassary to ensure timely compllance
with both the lead and the 1 hour 802 NAAQS. The County urges DEP to lssue such an order to protact alr quallty In the
25 4|Laureldale area. See the response to Comment 5,
In tha Counly's review of the Tille V parmil, wa assart that lhere was Insufflclent monlloring of lead NAAGS compliance
and that the DEP-located monitors are inappropriately slted (See Expsrt Reports referenced above). We agaln raise
this ohjecton ralative to this plan approval application. 28 Pa. Code §127.13b{a)(2) requlres that DEP deny a plan
approvel application If aufficlent provislon Is not mads for demonstrating compllence, Since the purpose ef the plan
approval application Is to demonstrate compllance with the NAAQS, sufficlent provision must be Included In a plan
26 4| approval {or ordar) to do 8. See the response to Comment 7.
Al a minimum, In addition to the exsling DEP monitors, a moniter must be malnlalned at the pravious St Mike's 1
location In arder to show that the fugliive controls are working, & new mealtor must be Installed to menitor & high lmpact
area pradicted by Exlde’s newly submitled madeling repert {assuming DEP concurs In the Impact ares assessment),
. and one or more fenceline monltors must be Installed at areas of predicted maximum fugitive mB_wwE:m or emlssions
27 4[resulting from equipment malfunctions. See the response lo Commant 26,
Thasa additjonal source-orlented monitors must onm_.m_o at minlmem on & 3-day sampling eycle, lo preclude short-term
28 " 4toperationgl aberrations from providing felse results and o prevent manipulation of results, Sge the response to Comment 28,
ideally, DEP should slte and operate thase samplers, but If resource constralnts prevent the agency from delng so, DEP
clearly has the autherlly (0 require BExide {0 malntals additional monitars under the above referenced ragulation, And
29 4lagaln, DEP has previously demonsirated this authorlty In the 1882 Lead SIP submitlal, among other examplas, Sae the response lo Comment 28,
In the Title V pacmit appeal, the County also assarts that Exide Improperly Inslalled PTFE bags in &l least one source
without a plan approval. (See Expert Rebutlal Report of Fred P. Osman In above referenced EHE Case.) Exide
confirms In this appiication thai the company, In fact, did Install PTFE in Baghouse 13 withoui & plan approval but had
recelved a Delermination from the DEP that a plan approval was not required. If the Department did meake such a
30 4ldeterminalion, 1t was Improper to do s0. DEP properly determined that the rebagping of several baghouses 2t the facility did not requlre plan approval,
Replacament of traditional bags with PTFE bags represanls such & drastic change In collectlon efficiency that & plan
N 4|approval Is required. Ses the response 1o Comment 30,
- |The written DEP policy selting forth the lypes of scurces and madifications of sources EE are exempi from plan
approval requirements includes an alr cleaning device that Is not Installed to comply with regulatory requirements. Since
these bags were |nztalled by Exide vs part of the plan to meet the lead NAAQS, they were inslalied 10 meel regulatory | The polloy referred to by the commenter addresses certaln ypes of "sulomatic” axemptions, In contrast, DEP
32 Alrequiremaents and do not quallfy for the plan appraval exemptlion. In this case granted a casa-by-case axemplion.
The proposed elimination of the "automatic” exemplion reforrad 1o by the commenter Is not Intended 16
The DEP polley staff has even proposed to eilminate this exemptlon golng forward | Indicating that DEP does not Inlend |suggest that DEP would deny case-by-case exemptions In these siluations. In fact ihe reason for progosing
33 4

elimination of the "automatlc” exemption is to ensure that cass-by-case exemption reviews ocour,

to allow any control devices 1o be Installad In the fulure without DEP raview.
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b

it cannol be supporied In recogaltion of the alr tleaning device exemption referencad above. The alr cleaning device
installed for a regulatory requlrement must be read to trump the de minimls exemption, o else It Is & redundant

In tha alternative, the DEP may have axempled this Instalietion under a de minimus examplon. if that was the ratlonale,

- 34 Sirequirement, Sae the responses to Comments 32 and 33,

In aimost every case, an air cleaning device results In emlisalon dacreases so there would be no need to specify this as

35 J1a separate exemption and there would be no sense In carving ouf the regulatory requirement as a determinative factor. |See the responses to Comments 32 and 33,
In the case where a control device, a flare for exampls, would lead {o Incroases of anolher pellutant{s) (NCx and CO in
the flare example), DEP would not axempt & non de minimis increase without 2 plan approval even if the alr cleaning

38 Gl davice wers Installed for a non-requlatory purpoge, - 1S8¢ee he responses to Comments 32 and 33,
The determinallve facter is whathar or not the alr cleaning davice was installed for & regulatory purpose. In this case, it i

37 £|was, and was therefora not ellglble for the plan approval exemption, Seo ihe responses to Commaents 32 and 33,
Nole that in the above table [refer to comment latter for table liustrating commenters logic regacding plan approval
exemptions], If the de minimls status was governing, the distinction between sir cleaning devices Installed for regulatory

38 S|reasons and those not so Installed would be lost, See the responses to Comments 32 and 33,

-|{This s an Important voi In that If Exide later proposes to nslall PTFE bags In the maln smelter stack, or If they have  |This somment appears to address a hypothetizal future situatton which is beyond the scope of this plan
pets] §|done so pravicusly without plan approval, they also nsed or will need to apply for a plan approval to do so, approval appllcation.

licabllity determination on that sourge,

And in s dalng they will need 1o estimate all regulated polltants emiltad from this slack and they will need lo conduct a

See the response to Comman! 39,

FPSD a
L

L Commenienssumman ohmal. polnia:

Bacause of knpwn lead pollution and predictad

41 Slorder Is required. Sae the responses lo Commenlts 2 and 5.
The polnt source lead emlsslons from all seurces combined must be reduced from those previously emliited by the -
42 S{source, g See the responae 1o Comment 7,
43 3|DEP must address S02 pollulon In any action undartaken by lha Depariment relalive Lo this source. See lhe response lo Comment 5.
Other HAPs {notably arsenic and cadmium) must be addressed jn any actlon undertaken by the DEP; al least thay must
44 5|be quantifled, | Soe the response 1o Commaent 21,
DEP must ensure properly localed lead samplers adequate (o accurately monllor NAAQS compliance In the Laureldale
45 Slarea. Sea the response lo Comment 7.
48 SIDEP must confirm that the Exide condrals will lead to NAAGS compllance. See the responsas o Comments 2 and 7.
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